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The purpose of this paper is to deal with the question, How do 
the language forms of orthodox Christianity, the new theology and humanism 
differ from one another? This will be done through a study of selected 
books and by a language analysis. An effort will be made to determine the 
effects of the language of humanism, as expressed in the new theology, on 
orthodox Christians. 
II. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 
The New Theology 
The new theology was a movement that struck the churches during 
the 60's. The author was, at that time, the minister of a large downtown 
church in Lawrence, Kansas and had first-hand opportunity to assess the 
encounter. Basically, the new theology rested on a humanistic base. God 
is pushed to the periphery of life and man ascends in prominence and im-
portance. It is clearly stated that God is not "a11 being. The image of 
a 11 person--God 11 is destroyed. And the challenge is leveled that man must 
now live without recourse to a God. It is very likely that this movement 
planted the seeds for the "God is Dead" movement which came soon thereafter. 
The decade in which it occured must be understood in order to 
approach any reasonable understanding of the new theology. Perhaps Sidney 
l 
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Ahlstrom gives us the strongest feeling for those years when he writes: 
A Roman Catholic was elected to the presidency of the 
United States with a tiny popular plurality--and then at the 
peak of his public favor was struck down and laid to rest 
while the nation and the world, half stupefied by the suc-
cession of events, joined in a concert of grief such as 
human technology had never before made possible. In the 
meantime, an aged cardinal who had been elevated to the 
papacy in 1958 was carrying out a revolution ,n the Roman 
Catholic church whose reverberations still rumble back and 
forth across the Christian world with implications for the 
future that defy human calculation. (12, p. 20) 
Ahlstrom goes on to point out that things did not stop there. The 
Protestant establishment in America received still another blow in 1962 
when the Supreme Court delivered its judgement on the one man/one vote/ 
principle, and again in its 1963 ruling on the question of religious cer-
emonies in the public schools. But even more dramatic and more revolu-
tionary in character was the culmination of the civil rights movement. 
Finally, as if fate were determined to make the year a turning point in 
history, President Lyndon Johnson author"ized the bombing of North Vietnam 
in February 1965, and by the end of the year escalated American troop 
strength there to 200,000. It was now an American war in Southeast Asia. 
(12, p. 20) 
Certainly, the decade experienced a fundamental shift in American 
moral and religious attitudes. It was not by chance that phrases such as 
post-Puritan, post-Protestant, post-Christian, post-modern, and even post-
historical were commonly used to describe the American scene. In short, 
the 1960 1 s were a decade when the old grounds of national confidence, 
patriotic idealism, moral traditionalism, and even of historic Judeo-
Christian theism, were awash. Presuppositions that had held firm for 
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centuries, even milennia-were being widely questioned. Some sensational 
manifestations have come and gone, as fads and fashions will, but the 
existence of a basic shift of mood rooted in deep social and institutional 
dislocations was anything but ephemeral. The nation was confronting 
revolutionary circumstances whose effects were, in the nature of the 
case, irreversible. Sidney Ahlstrom concludes, 11Thus, we are given good 
reasons for believing that the decade of the 1960s, even at the profoundest 
ethical and religious levels of experience, will take a distinctive place 
in American history. 11 (12, p .. 21) Altizer, the famous 11 God-is-dead 11 
theologian, saw the changes so profound that he wrote, 11 All religious 
meaning has collapsed in our world; so long as we remain without our own 
world, our actual condition and histor·ical situation, we can know only 
the death of God. 11 (8, p. 155) Kai Nielsen, a modern day theologian, 
describes just how deeply affected were many people when he writes the 
following: 
Christians know that they live in a revolutionary world, 
and many of them expect the forms of church life and thought 
to take on revolutionary elements of change. They are dis-
satisfied with the theolog1cal formulas come down from other 
ages. Instead of an escape from freedom, this generation seeks 
freedum to escape from the mold of the pasto There are in it 
a creativity, a restlessness, an impat1ence that bewilder the 
conservative and cause uneasiness in the mind of anyone quest-
ing for an eternal word from God and in the church. Christians 
of this restless ilk would like to read a theological journal 
which cites change every day along with their Times at break-
fast.. (8 5 p. 9) 
This decade was also a time when many churches were undergoing 
almost revolutionary changes in the liturgy. Many things happened on 
Sunday morning during the worship service that had never happened before. 
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Popular records were played for their "messages," there was the use of 
dance, and many kinds of audio-visuals were used. It was into this peri-
od that the new theology made its entrance~ 
The reaction on the part of church members to the new theology 
was varied. But most church members, and this is based partly on the 
author's personal experience with the movement, were shocked. Confusion 
was also evident, and it seemed very hard for many people to grasp what 
the new theology was all about. On one occasion, the present author 
preached a sermon on Tillich's concept of God as 11 depth, 11 and it was an-
nounced that a discussion would be held that evening. Fifty persons came, 
and unprecedented number for an evening meeting of any sort. They were, 
as has already been suggested, either confused or shocked. 
It is an assumption that the new theology was, in fact, rejected 
by orthodox Christians. There seems to be little evidence of its pres-
ence now and no books on the subject have been written since the 1960's. 
One bit of evidence to support this assumption is that in the late 1960's 
and early 1970's thousands of young people who had been exposed to the 
new theol0gy left the organized church for something quite conservative 
and quite unlike the new theology. J. B. Walker writes: 
Fundamentalist forms of Christianity, seen in such 
groups as the Jesus Freaks or the Children of God, ap-
parently thrive on the west coast of America, and bid fair 
to make Jesus, not drugs, the way of life for many a former 
flower-child. The creed of these groups is simple. It is 
that of extreme evangelical protestantism and based on a 
literal and uncritical acceptance of the Bible as a sole 
and adequate source of all truth, and upon a certain kind 
of religious experience as the assurance that one is saved~ 
(16, p. 2) 
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The basic message of this 'old time religion' is straight from 
the U.S. Bible belt but has been adapted so as to harmonize more agreeably 
with the new style and meet more directly the emotional needs of many 
young Americans. Walker suggests we may be able to gauge the strength 
of this new trend by taking note of the growing number of gospel-style 
songs that appear in pop music charts, or by the Broadway success of the 
musicals Superstar and Godspell where Jesus, it appears, is being pro-
moted as the new cult hero of the young. (16, p. 2) This exodus of the 
young could well represent a rejection of the new theology with its 
emphasis on humanism. 
Huge MPy:1ell, writing from the standpoint of an orthodox Christian 
position in a book entitled, The New Theology and Modern Theologians, takes 
·some sharp differences with the new theology which are probably typical 
of other critics. He says there are two main weaknesses in the new re-
formation, "lack of contact with the riches of traditional Christian 
thought, and internal inconsistency." (13, Po 7) The first of these is 
illustrated in the amazing way in which thorny intellectual problems in 
Christian doctrine are treated as though they were new, as though cor-
temporary theologians had been the first in history to tackle them. 
Meynell says we are hardly entitled to speak as though men like Luther 
and Aquinas had never lived. Occasionally, when reading Bishop John 
Robinson's book on new theology entitled, Honest to riod, Meynell contends 
we get the impression that the author has never grappled seriously with 
the thought of any theological writing between th,:; Second letter of Peter 
and Tillich! "We ought at least to know what the intellectual achievement 
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of traditional Christendom is, before purporting to go beyond it. 11 (13, 
p. 8) Bishop Robinson contends that modern theology is teaching us not 
to believe in a God 'out there,' but to realize that God is the source, 
ground and goal of our existence. However, Meynell points out that 
Aquinas, in the second, third and fifth of his five proofs of God 1 s 
existence, had conceived of God 11as precisely the source, ground, and 
goal not only of human beings but of all else that is not Godo What 
purports to be contemporary discovery in theology, in fact, turns out 
to be medieval metaphysics, summarily expres$ed and insufficiently work-
ed out. 11 {13, p. 8) 
But the striking feature of the new theology, contends the critic 
Meyne 11 , is its II incoherence. 11 
In the polemic against the notion of 'the God out there,' 
it is impossible to discover which of two quite different 
ideas is being attacked. Are we being exhorted to stop be-
lieving in a God who is 'out there' in the same sense as 
physical objects are 'out there'? Few intelligent christians 
at any time, so far as I can see, have believed in such a 
God, at least when they thought at all about the matter; 
though, to be sure, all chr1stians often need reminding that 
they ought to think carefully about their faith. The God 
who creates and sustains whatever else exists cannot be 
just one thing among others. One would infer, then, that 
the bishop was hardly giving christians a reminder on a 
matter so elementary as this. On the other hand, is he try-
ing to stop christians believing in a God who is 'out there' 
in the sense that he is other than man? Is he telling us 
that we are no longer to believe in a God whose pow~r 
is distinct from our power, whose action is other than 
our action~ and whose judgement and forgiveness of man are 
more than a high-flown expression for man's Judgement and 
forgiveness of himself? (13, p. 10) 
Meynell contends that to stop believing in a God who is 'out there' in 
this sense is to stop being a Christian in anything remotely resembling 
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the traditional sense. The bishop's demand is trivial on one interpre-
tation and on another makes nonsense of the whole of Christian belief 
as traditionally understood. At one point the bishop rightly contrasts 
the obedience intrinsic to the Christian life with what he calls the 
"do-it-yourself" philosophy of humanism. But surely, comments Meynell, 
obedience implied something to which obedience is due. If we are con-
temptuous of tradition with its cartloads of metaphysics, we ought to 
show some signs of being able to do better ourselves in clarifying 
distinctions and pinpointing difficulties. So Meynell concludes, 11 I 
do not see these in most of the proponents of the new theology. 11 (13, 
p. 10) 
There is a curious neglect of the question of what is central 
and essential, what is peripheral and subsidiary, in traditional Christian 
doctrine, and how one can distinguish between them. Furthermore, the 
new theologians are often amazingly forgetful of the traditional Christian 
doctrine of the 11 last things"--of death, judgement, heaven, and hell. 
The word 11 forgetful 11 is used advisedly, for the strange thing is not that 
these doc+rines are clearly set out and rejected but simply that they 
are not discussed at all, and one might infer that hope and fear for the 
future, and the conviction that God had made certain promises bearing on 
our fate beyond the present life, had never played a part in the belief 
of Christi ans~ Meyn ell asks the new theologians, "Are we being asked to 
stop believing in a resurrection of the dead or life of the world to 
come, or even in a future existence for men as disembodied spirits? Or 
are we not so much to disabuse ourselves of these false hopes as to for-
get that Christians have ever held them?" (13, p. 11) Meynell summarizes: 
The truth seems to be that there is in much con-
temporary theology a vicious circle of historical 
scepticism and theological triviality, each of which, 
for the reasons which I have suggested, reinforces 
the other. A theology with no stake in any state of 
affairs but Christian experience or behavior here 
and now is safe, but by the same token it may be 
hardly worth having. One might apply to theology the 
scientific maxim that the best hypothesis is not the 
one which cannot conceivably be falsified in all kinds 
of ways, turn5 out not to be so when the relevant 
observations and experiments are performed. (13, p. 23) 
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David Jenkins, Fellow and Chaplain of Queen's College, Oxford, 
wrote an essay entitled, "Whither the Doctrine of God Now 11 , in which 
he clearly stated the fears and concerns which many orthodox Christians 
share regarding the new theology. Bishop Robinson has called for an 
end to theism, the end of a transcendent and personal God. Jenkins 
replies, "For theism to come to an end in this world would only leave 
everyone as atheist. 11 (9, p. 64) 
The bishop also calls for a demythologization of the New Testcment. 
C~ B. Armstrong, Principal of Worcester Ordination College in England, re-
plied as follows in an article entitled, "Christianity Without Religion: 11 
Further, if we merely theologize the New Testament, 
as the Archbishop asks, into a partially Johannine pres-
entation, its historicity and authority are left in the 
air. Again he thinks that Dr. Robinson forgets God's 
aspect of Creator, and the withdrawal for the vision of 
his holiness which is essential for creaturly worship. 
And finally that although self-effacing love is the root 
of the matter, we cannot, anymore than Jesus Christ did, 
throw aside the Law, as interpreted by the Church, and 
embodied institutionally as divine elements in the nat-
ura 1 order. ( 9, p. 25) 
Two of the leading theologians in the new theology were Paul 
Tillich and Dietrich Bonhoeffer. We turn now to some information about 
each of these men. 
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Paul Tillich. Paul Tillich was born August 20, 1886 in Starzeddel, 
Kries Guben, Germany. He came to the United States in 1933 and was nat-
uralized in 1940. He was the son of Johannes (a Lutheran pastor) and 
Mathilde Tillich. In 1924 he married Hannah Werner, and they had two 
children. Dr. Tillich studied at the University of Berlin, the University 
of Tubingen, the University of Breslau (where he received a PhD.) and the 
University of Halle, Licentiat of Theology. He was ordained a minister 
in the Evangelical Lutheran Church in 1912. He taught at a variety of 
schools in Germany and then came to Union Theological Seminary in New 
York as Professor of Philosophy and Theology in 1933, remaining until 
1954. From there he went to Harvard University, Cambridge, and from there 
to the Chicago Divinity School where he held the John Nuven Professorship 
in Theology. 
He was active in establishing a German republic after World War I 
and was dismissed from the University of Frankfurt in 1933 for conflict 
with the Nazi Regime. He served on the executive committee of the American 
Committee for Christian Refugees, was vice-chairman of the Center for 
German and Austrian Art and Handicraft, and was provisional chairman of 
the Council for a Democratic Germany. 
Some of the most pt·ofound and controversi a 1 elements in Ti 11 i ch I s 
thought appear in the section of his Systematic Theology where, in answer 
to the problems of being, the doctrine of God as being-itself is elaboratedo 
Here Tillich states that 11 God does not exist, 11 that 11 he is being itself 
beyond essence and existence. 11 11To argue that God exists is to deny him." 
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Moreover, to say that God is being-itself is to make the only non-symbolic 
statement possible. Hastings and Hastings write that "beyond this, all 
assertions about God are analogies, never clear and unambiguous. 11 (6, 
p. 210) They continue: 
Yet such assertions can be justified on the basis of 
the analogia fntis, which declares that everything finite 
participates 1n the infinite. Then Tillich tries to 
interpret the traditional symbols of God as living, as 
personal, as creative, as love, as Lord and Father. In 
spite of difficulties, one thing is obvious: Tillich's 
God is 1 high and lifted up 1 • He is beyond naturalism 
and supra-naturalism, never a being~ not even the highest 
being. But it is doubtful whether in his doctrine of 
God Tillich has maintained the delicate balance between 
philosophical concept and theological symbol. (6, pp. 210, 
211) 
Ti1lich's way of interpreting the Christ is to use Paul 1 s phrases 
the "New Being." lhe power of New Being in Jesus as the Christ is evident 
from his words, his deeds, and chiefly from his sufferings. That is, fro,n 
the sacrifice of himself as a particular individual (Jesus} to himself as 
the bearer of New Being (Christ). And Tillich's key to an understanding 
of atonement is the idea of participation. First, God in Christ partic-
pating in man's existential estrangement and its destructive consequences, 
then man participating in God's saving power (New Being present in Jesus 
as the Christ). 
Tillich has certainly not been without critics. One of these, 
Hugo Meyne11 who wrote The New Theology and Modern Theologians, makes a 
rather typical comment when he says: 
Tillich's great theological vice, but one which he shares 
with a frighteningly large number of con~emporary theologians! 
especially Protestant, is his tendency to dissolve the 
content of the faith into our subjective attitude to 
it. On the manner in which religious ritual, sacred 
scripture, and our day-to-day affairs affect and are 
affected by faith, he is very good indeed. But on 
those aspects of the faith which transcend our sub-
jective attitude and its immediate effects, such as 
the existence of God, the historicity of Jesus Christ, 
and the future consummation for which Christians hope, 
he is radically defective. (13, p. 156) 
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Dietrich Bonhoeffer. Dietrich Bonhoeffer was born on February 4, 
1906, in Breslau, Germany. His father, Karl Ludwig Bonhoeffer, was an 
emminent neurologist, and his mother, Paula, came from a distinguished 
family. There were eight children in the Bonhoeffer household, Dietrich 
and his twin sister Sabine being the sixth and seventh. In 1912 the 
family moved to Berlin. Karl Bonhoeffer, appointed to the newly founded 
chair of psychiatry in the University of Berlin, set up bpuse in a suburb 
favored by members of the university. So there was a maximum of cultural 
stimulation in the house. The atmosphere within the family circle was 
agnostic and dominated by scientific interests. When he was sixteen, 
Dietrich decided to enter the ministry of the Prussian Church. His 
biographer~ do not give motivations for this decision. 
In 1923 the seventeen-year-old student entered the University of 
Tubingen, taking classes in theology and philosophy there and also finding 
time for travel in Italy and North Africa. In 1925 he enrolled at the 
University of Berlin, and two years later, at twenty-one, obtained his 
Licentiate in Theology, having completed a dissertation entitled Sanctorum 
Communio: A Dogmatic Inguirx Into the Sociologx of the Church. 
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In April 1943 Bonhoeffer and his brother-in-law were arrested at 
his parents' house. The suspicion was that they had been part of a bomb 
plot to destroy Hitler which, in fact, they had. Part of the manuscript 
of Bonhoeffer's book, Ethics, fell into the hands of the Gestapo; but 
the greater part was successfully hidden and was retrieved and pieced 
together after the war. It was from his time in the prison that we owe 
his Letters and Papers from Prison. He was hanged in the prison at 
Flossenburg just a few days before the arrival of the Allies. His brother 
and his brothers-in-law were executed around the same time, at the con-
centration camp of Sachsenhausen. 
Bonhoeffer speaks often to the theme of secularity and "a world 
come of age." His teachings and writings have been variously interpreted. 
-Some find in them a very liberal call to a religionless Christianity. 
Other more conservative writers are more cautious. Among those who ap-
proach the teachings with caution are Kenneth Hamilton who writes: 
When Bonhoeffer speaks of 'secular' life he usually is 
talking about our day-to-day involvement in the business 
of living--quite without any theory of the status of 'the 
secular. 1 While his references to 'religionless Christianity' 
have been interpreted as an invitation to throw out the con-
cept of the super-natural and to co~centrate our energies on 
improving the present lot of mankind, ~here is absolutely no 
indication that he ever wavered in his declared belief that 
wishing to build 1 the secular city' is the way of faithless-
ness •••• The 'world come of age' is reasoned by Bonhoeffer 
to be a hopeful beginning for 'clearing the decks for the 
God of the Bible' because it means 'an abandonment of a false 
conception of God." (7, p. 509) 
Samples of his theology are included in Appendix A. 
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Humanism 
Humanism is a viewpoint which places prime importance on man and 
human values, and it is often considered the central theme of Renaissance 
civilization. Renaissance humanism can be traced to the 14th century 
Italian humanist, Petrarch, who is noted for having said, 11 Man is the 
measure of all things, of those that are, that they are, of those that 
are not, that they are not. 11 When Socrates, a contemporary of Protagoras, 
turned from the study of physical nature as a means to dependable insight 
into intellectual and moral values, and looked instead to the study of man, 
he, too, exemplified the humanist trend. And, in all probability, these 
and other humanist leaders of the period were formulating the demand of 
their fellow men for a rational basis of belief and conduct in a time of 
widespread social confusion. Eventually, this movement encompassed Italy 
and all of western Europe. Though it gradually became linked to classroom 
studies of the classics, it more properly embraced any attitude exalting 
man's relationship to God, his free will, and his superiority over nature. 
Philosophically, humanism made man the measure of all things. 
Ir man's personal quest for truth and goodness, humanism found 
inspiration. Systems of religious dogmas, philosophy, and abstract reason-
ing which were confining were shunned in favor of human values. Though 
tireless efforts were made to relate Christian thought to the philosophies 
of the ancient world, seeds were likewise sown for the flowering of 
Reformation thought. 
A number of new humanisms took shape during the early years of 
the 20th century. One of these was the outgrowth of a consciously felt 
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necessity to bring scientific knowledge or technique and man's so-called 
11 higher 11 needs and capacities into cooperative unity. William James, 
John Dewey and F. C. S. Schiller all made important contributions to this 
humanistic theory and practice. It was Schiller, in fact, who first used 
the term 11 humanism 11 as a technical philosophical term. In this philosophy, 
emphasis is put on the authenticity of the directly experienced world, the 
biological continuity of man with other living creatures, the relative 
nature of truth, beauty and goodness, and the importance of democratic 
institutions as instruments of moral and social advance. 
Humanism has often, in recent years, been a term used to refer to 
value systems that emphasize the personal worth of each individual but that 
do not include a belief in God. The Unitarian Universalist Association has 
a certain segment ·,-Jithin it that is nontheistic and yet uses religious forms 
to promote distinctive human value. In the same vein the 19th-century 
French positivist Auguste Comte established a nontheistic religion of human-
ity designed to promote social reform. The American Humanist Association 
publishes a quarterly magazine, The Humanism, and propagates the humanist 
point of view. 
There is also a tendency among some Christian theologians to refer 
to Christianity as humanistic. Karl Barth, a noted 20th-century Swiss 
Protestant theologian, affirmed that "there is no humanism without the gos-
pel.11 Also, Roman Catholic theologians have said that Catholic Christainity 
is humanistic in that it emphasizes the uniqueness of man as a being created 
in the image of God. 
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By liberating the latent potentialities of human nature, the 
humanist seeks to enrich and ennoble man's earthly life. Petrarch's words, 
11 Man is the measure, 11 always stand in some sense. Different answers to 
questions concerning the nature, the soul, and the proper endeavor of man 
have resulted in the contemporary division into Catholic and Protestant 
Humanism; Scientific or Naturalistic llumanism, adjusted in some cases to 
Freudian principles, but in general fashioned on a more ample design; and 
Classical Humanism, with its emphasis on "the great books. 11 
Lloyd and Mary Morain write: 
The American Humanist Association, with headquarters at 
Yellow Springs, Ohio, is the leading humanist organization 
in this country. It does vital educational work and is in-
dispensable to the growth of the movement. There are more 
than forty groups which are affiliated with the A.H.A. in some 
manner or other. There are chapters, there are independent 
humanist fello\'Jships, and there are study groups. In the 
Pacific Coast states John Danz has done much toward building 
several independent societies. Since the recent death of its 
remarkable leader C. G. Patterson, the Institute of Human 
Fellowship whose world headquarters was in Portland, Oregon, 
has merged with the A.H.A. The primary work of the Association 
is in meeting the desires and needs of individuals scattered 
throughout the country. (14, p. 39) 
Orthodox Christianity 
In some way or another, nearly 1,000,000,000 persons are identified 
with the Christian movement. Furthermore, the influence of-Christianity 
extends well beyond the borders of Christendom. It has affected other reli-
gions, and its ethos continues to shape the character of individuals and 
nations that no longer live by its creed. By orthodox Christianity is meant 
that larger body of Christians who adhere in doctrine in some measure or 
another to the Nicene Creed, the most universal Christian confession. 
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Christianity is divided into two main bodies: Roman Catholicism 
and Protestantism. Roman Catholic doctrine has three distinctive doc-
trines that have achieved definitive formulation during the 19th and 20th 
centuries: the infalliability of the pope, the immaculate conception and 
bodily assumption of the Virgin Mary. 
Protestantism is divided into four major doctrinal families: 
Lutheran, Anglican, Reformed and Free Church. 
But the attention here is on that vast body of Christians who 
share to one extent or another in the historic Nicene Creed. These Christians 
encompass Protestant and Roman Catholic alike. And the attention is now 
turned to the be1iefs which stem from the Creed. 
Christianity rests upon divine revelation as a disclosure of God 1 s 
ways with man seen in the history of Israel and of the church, but es-
pecially in Jesus Christ. With Judiasm, Christianity believes that God is 
one and that He is the Creator of all things, present in His creation but 
not identical with it or captive to it. Man is the crown of God's creation 
and has been created in the very "image of God. 11 Yet man's life fails to 
conform with the mind of God. Man has been alienated from the ground of his 
own being, has violated the law and righteousness of God, and is subject to 
the power of death. Man needs the grace of God to become again what he was 
intended to be, and this grace can break the power of death and give man a 
new birth. Through the incarnation of his son, Jesus Christ, God has granted 
men this grace. Jesus lived the life God intended humans to live. Jesus 
described the coming of God's reign and called men to cast away their old 
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ways and live by the will of God. The specific means of rescue and thus 
the climax in the earthly life of Christ was the cross. His death on the 
cross satisfied the law and righteousness of God, took away the power of 
death, and opened to men the possibility of living by the grace of God in 
the Kingdom of God. And his resurrection from death marked the end of the 
power of sin and death, the beginning of a new life. A very fine summary 
of this position is presented by Hugo Meynell as follows: 
Man, who was created by God 1 s sheer goodness for eternal 
happiness with God, has disobeyed him through his own fault. 
Having turned away from the unimaginably glorious and Joyful 
destiny that God had prepared for him, man has become corrupt, 
to such an extent that he is quite incapable of recovery with-
out God's help. To bring mankind back to him, God prepared 
a particular historical community to receive him, then comes 
among them as a man to live, die, and rise from the dead; 
leaving a band of men to preach the good news of the recon-
. ciliation of God and man, and in so doing to be the means of 
bringing man back to God and to the destiny for which he was 
created. Meanwhile, as the result of our original disobedience 
and the solution for it brought by the work of Jesus Christ, 
there is a struggle between the old and the new principles in 
every man. St. Paul dramatically describes, and the conflicts 
of Jesus with the demons in the gospels shows forth, the war 
within us between the old principle of disobedience and the 
new one of forgiveness and reconciliation. The goal of the 
whole process is the companionship between God and man in a 
renewed and purified world. (13, p. 4) 
Some special emphasis must be given to the nature of man since, as 
will be explained later, this is a central concern in this study. The 
orthodox view is the belief that man's nature is corrupt, that he is prone 
to sin, that he, in fact, does sin and so stands in need of God's mercy and 
forgiveness. One author has said the reformers knew that if we looked at 
human virtue and merit, not from the ethical but from the strictly theocentric 
standpoint, all righteousness is as "filthy rags. 11 There is none who is 
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righteous. Fallen and rebellious man is utterly impotent to come unaided 
to that saving knowledge of God for which he was created. He cannot bring 
his state into harmony with his true nature. He cannot fulfill the destiny 
for which he was created. (18, p. 43) 
Unlike the animals man is a sinner; he falls below 
all earthly creatures in his rebellious denial of a 
responsibility which they can never know ... the result 
is two-fold. First, alienation from God. Man is not at 
home in his Father's house, but a needy outcast in a far 
country. Second, the wrath of God, which is the terrible 
way this alienation works out, both for the individual 
and in society. (18, p. 45) 
It is an assumption in this paper that the downfall of the new 
theology had much to do with the language of humanism which elevates man 
instead of God to a central position of importance. Since the issue of' 
humanism is so central to the study, particular emphasis, as already sug-
gested, will be given to the doctrine of man. 
III. SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY 
A search for related studies proved to be futile. The Dissertation 
Abstracts were checked for the past ten year period and the ERIC Index was 
checked for the past seven years. 
It is hoped that the study will be related to communication knowledge 
through reference to the Whorf hypothesis. The present author is considering 
the Wharf hypothesis to be relevant even though Christianity is not a dif-
ferent language~ Its language, nevertheless, rests on a historical base. 
The Bible used most often dates back to the sixteenth century, and, in many 
churches, particularly the Penecostal churches, no other Bible is used. 
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About thirty years ago, Wharf, a linguist, compared the ways dif-
ferent languages express simple relations, such as "he is running" or "a 
light flashed, 11 and concluded that differences in expres~ion are associated 
with differences in cognition. Different linguistic communities, Wharf 
said, conceive of and experience the world differently, and they do so in 
part because they tiSe different languages. It is the present author's 
belief that the church .i§_ a linguistic community. There is a very concise 
language with words like "incarnation" and "salvation" and "trinity" and 
11 redemption 11 which are used no other place. The people who constitute the 
church use this language and know to what it refers. They find meaning 
and value in it or they would not be in the church. When someone comes 
along and tells the people in a community that their community is wrong 
about everything, they reject whoever does so because their language has 
influenced their perception of what the world can be. The people who are 
brought up in one community find it difficult to move to another or to see 
things in a new way. Writes Wharf: 
For instance, if a race of people had the physiological 
defect of being able to see only the color blue, they would 
hardly be able to formulate the rule that they saw only blue. 
The term blue would convey no meaning to them, their language 
would lack color terms, and their words denoting their various 
sensations of blue would answer to, and translate, our words 
'light, dark, white, black," and so on, not our word 1 blue. 1 
In order to formulate the rule of norm of seeing only blue, 
they would need exceptional moments in which they saw other 
colors. (3, p. 69) 
It is the contention of the present author that a system of language 
in the orthodox church controls thought. After years of training and con-
ditioning, it is nigh to impossible to rid oneself of the language .•• and 
therefore of tne thoughts. God is a very difficult word to get rid of. 
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It is central to one's experience in the orthodox church. The community 
so conditions one that it is hard, if not impossible, to accept the idea 
of no God. The author found this to be the case, not only with the new 
theology, but with the God is Dead movement. People simply could not 
grasp those words. They quite literally could not conceive of the idea. 
A related idea of value to communication knowledge comes if we 
conceive the language clash between orthodox Christianity and the new 
theology through the 11 map territory 11 analogy. (3, p. 161) This simply 
states that the map is to the territory as language is to the non-verbal 
reality it represents. The author contends that nothing in the map, that 
is, the language, of the orthodox Christian, prepared him for the confron-
tation with the humanism in the new theology. A map is a chart of a ter-
ritory, and, in this case, the territory was Christian orthodox theology. 
When the map is challenged, people become lost and insecure. They may 
panic and begin to fight. In other words, they become afraid. They defend 
and protect their map. And they may not even hear what is being said about 
the "new map .. 11 The new map may fail to find a home. And this appears to 
be the case when the new theology, with its high emphasis on humanism~ 
came as a challenge to orthodox churches. Wharf writes: 
Every normal person in the world, past infancy in 
years, can and does talk. By virtue of that fact, every 
person--civi1ized or uncivilized--carr,es through life 
certain naive but deeply rooted ideas about talking and 
its relation to thinking. Because of their firm con-
nection with speech habits that have become unconscious 
and automatic, these notions tend to be rather intolerant 
of opposition. (3, p. 67) 
This tolerance toward opposition is part1y the way many orthodox Christians 
reacted to the new theology. 
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The importance of the study would hopefully be great for the 
church. Certainly, some understanding of what happened in this confron-
tation could help the church understand itself better. Whorf says, 11 We 
dissect nature along lines laid down by our native language 11 (3, p. 67), 
and it would be interesting to see if this is what the orthodox church 
did in its confron~ation with the new theology. 
IV. METHODOLOGY 
The topic being dealt with in this paper is "the effects of the 
language of humanism, as expressed in the 'new theology,' on orthodox 
Christians.'' And the question under consideration, as previously stated, 
is, How do the language forms of orthodox Christianity, the new theology 
and humanism differ from one another? 
To approach an understanding of the topic, the author has drawn 
what are considered to be necessary limits. Mainly, this study will center 
around the issue of the nature of man. It is felt that some of the sharp-
est differences between orthodox Christianity and humanism and the new 
theology c~nter around this subject. It should be stated, however, that 
there are many other areas which also represent sharp differences. 
For example, the orthodox Christian believes in immortality; neither 
the new theologians or the humanists do. The orthodox Christian believes 
in salvation, the doctrine that through faith in Christ one is assured of 
immortality. Obviously, since neither believe in immortality, this is not 
mentioned in humanism or the ne~ theology. The Christian believes in 
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prayer as a vital force in life and as a one-to-one conversation with God. 
The new theology recasts the whole meaning of prayer into a person-to-
person encounter characterized by depth. This is NOT prayer to the orthodox 
Christian. One speaks directly to God. 
As a matter of fact, the new theologians attempted to change the 
very definition of religious. To most orthodox Lhristians, being religious 
definitely includes specific acts and rituals, such as going to church. 
The new theologians approach it this way: 
Perhaps the best way to define 'religious' would be LO 
ask, for instance, what is the difference between a religious 
film and a Christian film. Most people would without thinking 
tend to equate the two. But clearly there is an important 
distinction to be made. A Christian film is one that embodies 
Christian personal relationships, Christian insights, into the 
purpose and meaning of life. A religious film is one that is 
about a certain area of experience or activity. It could have 
a Biblical or quasi-biblical subject, it could be about nuns, or 
Lourdes, or centre round some religious movement or experience. 
It is possible for the former category to have nothing spec1f-
ically to do withreligion at all, while the latLer, we know, 
can be nauseatingly and profoundly unchristian. (15, p. 84) 
Although these are issues which separate the three schools of thought, the 
focus of attention in this study will be on the nature of man. 
One primary tool will be used to conduct the study. The tool will 
consist of three illustrative tables of belief, expressed in the language 
of representative authors, one for humanism, one for the new theology, and 
one for orthodox Christians. It is from these tables that language com-
parisons will be drawn. The tables are set up from three books, one for 
each of the three schools under consideration. The book for the new 
theology is Honest to God by Robinson, the book for humanism is Humanism 
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as the Next Step by Lloyd and Mary Morain, and the book for orthodox 
Christianity is A Firm Faith for Today by Harold Bosley. The excerts 
chosen from the books to form the tables are selected on the basis of 
their relevancy to the doctrine of man, either stated or implied. 
The study will include an analysis of the rhetoric based on the 
literature which cun be found in the appendix. A variety of linguistic 
indicators will be used in making the evaluation. They are divided into 
two categories: those based on form and those based on content. These 
, 
indicators are combinations of words which give us insight into the author's 
viewpoint and prejudices. They are as follows: 
Based on Form 
1. The use of the question. 
Definition: 
Example: 
The question is put in such a way as to 
imply the answer. 
"But suppose such a super-Being 'out there' 
is really only a sophisticated version of 
the Old Man in the sky? 11 
2. The implication of agreement from the reader. 
Definition: The statement implies that the reader is 
in agreement. 
Example: "It will soon be as impossible for an intel-
ligent, educated man or woman to believe in 
a god as it is not to believe that the earth 
is flat, that flies can be spontaneously I 
generated, that disease is a divine punishment, 
or that death is always due to witchcraft. 
Gods will doubtless survive, sometimes under 
the protection of vested interests, or in the 
shelter of lazy minds, or as puppets used by 
politicians, or as refugees for unhappy and 
ignorant souls. 11 
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3. The use of humor. 
Definition: 
Example: 
Humor is used to embellish the point 
being made. 
11 Here God is the supreme Being, the grand 
Architect, who exists somewhere out beyond 
the world--like a rich aunt in Australia--
who started it all going, periodically 
intervenes in its running, and generally 
gives evidence of his benevolent interest 
in it .. " 
4. The use of the either/or statement. 
Definition: The either/or statement is employed to 
polarize the reader and to force him into 
a decision. 
Example: 11 We must either be the best generation, 
morally and spiritually speaking, that this 
old world has ever seen, or we will be the 
last one. 11 
5. The use of abstract language. 
Definition: 
Example: 
Language which is obscure and the meaning 
of which is unclear. 
11 God, l i 11 i ch was saying, is not a projection 
1 out there•, an Other beyond the skies, of 
whose existence we have to convince ourselves, 
but the Ground of our very being. 11 
6. The use of concrete language. 
Definition: 
Example: 
Language which is clear and easily understood. 
"That depth is what the word God means. 
And if that word has not much meaning for you, 
translate it, and speak of the depths of your 
life, of the source of your being, of your 
ultimate concern, of what you take seriously 
without any reservation. 11 
7. A strong dramatic quality. 
Definition: Words and phrases are used to provide a 
profound, colorful effect; has a strong 
emotional content. 
Example: "You ask, 'What difference does it make 
whether there is an actual return to 
religion?' I reply, 'The difference it 
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has always made! All the difference be-
tween life and death for all that we hold 
dear in our civilization! 1 Consider the 
desperate spiritual plight of the modern 
world and you will understand the dire need 
for a real return to religion." 
Based on Content 
8. The devaluation of religion. 
Definition: The statement devaluated the importance of 
religion. 
Example: "But suppose men come to feel that they 
can get along perfectly well without 
'religion,' without any desire for personal 
salvation, without any sense of sin, without 
any need of 'that hypothesis? 111 
9. A here-and-now orientation vs. an invisibl€ after world. 
Definition: The emphasis is on this world and this life 
as opposed to a future after world and after 
life. 
Example: 11 Humanists are content with fixing their 
attention on this life and on this earth. 11 
10. An emphasis on the invisible after world. 
Definition: The emphasis is on a future after world and 
after life instead of this world and this life. 
Example: "All Christian creedal formulations, ancient 
and modern~ affirm faith in immortality." 
11. A God-less orientation. 
Definition: An orientation in which the existence of God 




"But any notion that God really exists 'out 
there' must be dismissed: 1 gods are peripheral 
phenomena produced by evolution. 111 
12. A God-centered orientation. 
Definition: 
Example: 
God's existence is viewed as real and as of 
vital significance. 
"There need be no hesitation in affirming 
that belief in God is t~e basic belief of 
the Christian faith. 11 
13. An emphasis on the dignity of man. 
Definition: Man's basic worth is affirmed. 
Example: "Another humanist pioneer, Charles Francis 
Potter, defines humanism as, 1 Faith in the 
supreme self~perfectibility of the human 
personality. 111 
14. The emphasis on love as supreme value. 
Definition: Love is held out as the most important of 
all values. 
Example: "To believe in God as love means to believe 
that in pure personal relationship we encounter, 
not merely what ought to be, but what is, the 
deepest, veriest truth about the structure of 
rea 1 i ty. 11 
15. An existential orientation. 
Definition: 
Example: 
Man is viewed a~ the creator of his own meaning. 
"When you have arrived at the humanist per-
spective of life, fully realizing that in all 
the universe there is no concern for man except-
ing man 1 s concern for himself, no meaning to 
life except the meaning which man himself gives 
to 1ife, no reason or excuse for existence except 
the meaning which man himself gives to life, no 
reason or excuse for existence except the 
possibility that man can make existence worth 
while--when you have that perspective, that 
realization, then there comes to you an urgency 
to do everything you can to make your life more 
meaningful, more joyous, more worthwhile. 11 
16. Judgemental vs. descriptive. 
Definition: The statement renders a judgement (e.g., 
good-bad, right-wrong) instead of merely 
explaining its meaning. 
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Example: "Humanism is free from such divisive doctrines 
about the unknown, deity, revelation, sacred 
scriptures, rituals, sacraments, formal theology, 
and such befuddling ideas as the radical separation 
of either the world or the indiv1dual into matter 
and spirit. 11 
17. Interpersonal emphases. 
Definition: There is an emphasis on the importance of men's 
relationships to each other. 
Example: 11The humanist seeks the life abundant for his 
neighbor as for himself." 
18. An appreciation for nature. 
Definition: Nature is valued for its capacity to help 
man live a good life. 
Example: "As men study their environment, it becomes 
more and more predictable and less and less 
frightening. As men understand and cooperate 
with nature they f1 ouri sh. 11 
19. An emphasis on the helplessness of man. 
Definition: Man is viewed as dependent upon God for the 
fulfillment of his needs. 
Example: "Jesus Christ is God's supreme effort to waken 
us to our utter and complete dependence upon 
His will for us and for all mankind. 11 
20. Words which are unique to a thought system. 
Definition: Words are used which are not found else-
where or they are used in some unique con-
text. 
Example: 11 salvation 11 11 trinity 11 11 judgement11 
follows: 
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This methodology included four basic steps, and these are as 
1. Setting the literary excerpts off into numbered units. 
2. Devising a set of linguistic indicators. This was 
accomplished, partly by surveying the literature to 
see what was there and partly by hypothesizing what 
characteristics one would expect to i~ind in religious 
literature. 
3. Counting the units, using the linguistic indicators as 
the measure. 
4. Inferring meanings of the messages based on the count 
obtained for the various units. 
This approach is basically the method of what is called "content 
analysis." This method is so important to this study that some of its 
major principles are herein set forth. 
Of central concern to the approach of content analysis is the 
drawing of inferences. Thomas Carney, in a book entitled Content Analysis, 
says, "Nobody can argue from a communication to its effects without 
making inferences .... In fact, it is precisely this concern which dis-
tingLl"ishes content analysis from an index, a concordance or a precise." 
(2, p. 5) With this thinking as his basis, Carney defines content analysis 
as follows: 
Content analysis is any technique for making in-
ferences by objectively and systematically identifying 
specified characteristics of messages. (2, p. 5) 
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It should be clear from this definition that there are various ways of 
going about content analysis, but all have in common the end product 
of making inferences possible. Carney undergirds the importance of this 
when he writes: 
Content analysis is a technique which aims to improve 
the quality of the inferences we make. It is based on 
analyzing communications, be they verbal, written or even 
pictorial. It analyzes by objectively and systematically 
picking out characteristics in specified parts of those 
communications. And it involves demonstrating how these 
characteristics are related to our inferences. (2, p. xv) 
Alexander George, writing in Trends in Content Analysis by de 
Sola Pool, gives emphasis and validity to Carney's reasoning when he says: 
11 The investigator examines the communication for clues to the speaker's 
intention and other aspects of his state of mind. In brief, content analysis 
is employed as a diagnostic tool for making specific inferences about some 
aspect of the speaker's purposive behavior. 11 (4,_p. 7) 
As has been pointed out, one of the major steps followed in this 
paper, as set forth in point four, was the drawing of inferences. But 
this was not done in a completely subjective way. The inferences drawn 
were based on the count obtained for the various units in the literary 
excerpts, so that the count served as a guide for drawing the inferences. 
This form of content analysis, the one employed in this paper, is known 
as "quantitative content analysis . 11 It is concerned, as George points out, 
with "the frequency of occurrence of given content characteristics; that 
is, the investigator works with the frequency of occurrence of certain 
content characteristics. 11 (4, p. 9) The content characteristics in this 
paper were called linguistic indicators. Quantitative content analysis 
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is, in the first place, a statistical technique for obtaining descriptive 
data on content variables. Its value in this respect is that it offers 
the possibility of obtaining more precise, objective, and reliable 
observations about the frequency with which given content characteristics 
occur either singly or in conjunction with one another. As George puts 
it, "the quantitative ~pproach substitutes controlled observation and 
systematic counting for impressionistic ways of observing frequencies of 
occurrence. 11 (4, p. 8) 
Devising the linguistic indicators is a difficult part of this 
process, and some special attention will now be given to this particular 
matter. As previously stated, this w,as done partly by surveying the 
literature to see what was there. This is sound procedure. George writes: 
11A familiar prerequisite of quantitative content analysis is that the 
investigator know what he is looking for before beginning to count." 
(4, p. 9) This involves some degree of familiarity with the literature. 
George continues by saying, 11 ••• categories of analysis should be re-
lated to the structure of the material under discussion ... what one 
counts needs to have some relation to the structure of the piece examined. 11 
(4, P~ 9} This, again, demands some fa~iliarity with the literature before 
the linguistic indicators are devised, and it also demands that the 
indicators have some close relationship to the literature being analyzed. 
Content analysis does not call for a totally objective approach. 
For example, the investigator's understanding of the literature plays an 
important role throughout the process. George puts it this way: 
But such tabulations in themselves give no clue to 
the meaning of the content in question. They are of 
value, therefore, only when the investigator has prior or 
independent knowledge of their meaning, role, and significance 
1n the system of language habits under study. (4, p. 10) 
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Another term for the basic method used in this paper is "frequency 
analysis." Counts which were consistently high or consistently low were 
looked to with special interest for the inferences which were drawn. A 
frequency content indicator is one in which the number of times one or more 
content characteristics occur is regarded as relevant for purposes of in-
ference. George says, " ... frequency analysis, even when it deals with 
dichotomous attributes, always singles out frequency distributions as a 
basis for making inferences." (4, p. 10) 
Finally, in the form of cont~nt analysis employed herein, 
situational aspects of the 1 iterature are taken into important account. 
George writes: 
In order to interpret the precise meaning intended by 
the speaker in any individual instance he takes into account 
the purpose or objective which the specific communication 
is designed to achieve. In taking into account the 
situational context of the communication being analyzed 
the investigator considers who is speaking, to whom, and 
under what circumstances. The investigator also takes into 
account the time and place of the communication and related 
events preceding or accompanying it. (4, pp. 27-28) 
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V. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Bishop Robinson's book, Honest to God, constitutes the major 
source for looking into the various beliefs and positions in the theo-
logical movement that has been designated 11 the new theology. 11 The 
bishop wrote the book while he was ill and had time on his hands. He says 
he simply jotted down a number of things that had made sense to him over 
the years but which he had not previously recorded. The book has about it 
the earmarks of an anthology or diary. There are many, many quotations 
from other authors, particularly Paul Tillich and Dietrich Bonhoeffer. 
Commenting on this book, Hugo Meynell said, 
The Bishop of Woolwich 1 s books which I referred to (including 
Honest to God) are sufficiently typical of the new reformers to 
provide1nstances of their characteristic virtues and vices ••.. 
Honest to God made many Christians of impeccable but rather un-
excitingorthodoxy consider their beliefs in a new light, and re-
flect on the effect of their religion on the whole of their moral 
and intellectual make-up. (10, p. 7) 
In regard to what he called the 11 outcry11 which greeted the publication of 
Honest to God, Meynell comments: 
The trouble was, not that these things were being said 
at all--theologians had been saying them for a century in 
this country and for a century and a half in Germany, in 
profound and forbidding volumes, inaccessible to any but the 
most intrepid layman--but that they were being said in a 
language people could understand. Since Honest to God, the 
chaotic situation in theology has not only ex1sted--God knows 
this is no new state of affairs--but has been universally 
known to exist. (10, p. 3) 
Bishop Robinson is a bishop in the Church of England. His book, 
which was published in the 60 1 s, sold in excess of one million copies, a 
remarkable record in the field of religious publishing. 
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The major source for looking into the position of humanism is 
Humanism~ the Next Step written by Lloyd and Mary Morain. The book 
carefully enunciates most of the major tenets of humanism and suggests 
humanism as a philosophy should be man's next choice. 
Lloyd Morain, president of the American Humanist Association, 
studied under Alfred Korzybski, Bertrand Russell, and Hans Reichenbach. 
A former personnel consultant, he was, at the time the book was published, 
a personal business advisor in San Francisco and a director of twelve in-
dustrial, public utility, and financial corporations. 
His wife, Mary Morain, is a djrector of the International Humanist 
and Ethical Union. Holder of a master's degree in political science from 
the University of Chicago, she has been both a social worker and a college 
teacher and has served as a vice-president of the League of Women Voters of 
Boston and of the Planned Parenthood League of Massachusetts. 
Finally, the major source for the section on orthodox Christianity 
is Harold Bosley's A Firm Faith for Today. Dr. Bosley is a renowned 
Methodist minister who served the Methodist Church in Evanston, Illinois and 
then went to Christ's Church, New York, following the retirement of Dr. Ralph 
Sackman from that pulpit. There Dr. Bosley ministers today. He is well-
known for his involvement in Christian social affairs and for his active 
participation in the World Council of Churches and the National Council of 
Churches. His book, drawing upon several of the important and historic 
creeds in Christianity, attempts to touch nearly all of the major Christian 
doctrines such as God, Jesus Christ, the Holy Spirit, the Bible, the church, 
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man, the forgiveness of sin, reconciliation, the kingdom of God, salvation 
and immortality. 
VI. DEFINITION OF TERMS 
The new theology, a movement within the churches during the 1960's, 
represents an attempt to secularize Christianity and to destroy the image 
of a person-God. 
Humanism is a philosophical expression of the belief that man is 
the highest value in existence. 
Orthodox Christianity refers to the traditional expression of the 
Christian faith which has roots in one degree or another to the Nicene 
Creed. 
CHAPTER II 
ANALYSIS OF THE LITERATURE 
I. THE NEW THEOLOGY 
Table 1 
The New Theology 
Linguistic Indicators Based on Form 
1. The use of the question. 
, Example: Appendix A, Item 1 
No. of Times Used 
8 
2. The implication of agreement from the reader. 9 
Example: Appendix A, Item 10 
3. The use of humor. 6 
Example: Appendix A, Item 10 
4. The use of the either/or statement 
5. The use of abstract language. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 3 
6. The use of concrete language. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 15 
7. A strong dramatic quality. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 10 
Linguistic Indicators Based on Content 
8. The devaluation of religion. 








Table 1 (continued) 
Linguistic Indicators Based on Content No. of Times Used 
9. A here-and-now orientation vs. an 
invisible after-world. 
10. An emphasis on the invisible after-world. 
11. A God-less orientation. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 8 
12. A God-centered orientation. 
13. An emphasis on the dignity of man. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 2 
14. The emphasis on love as supreme value. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 15 
15. An existential orientation. 








Judgemental vs. descriptive .. 16. 4 
Example: Appendix A, Item 10 
17. 9 Interpersonal emphases. 
Example: Appendix A, Item 17 
An appreciation for nature. 8. 1 
Example: Appendix A, Item 8 
19. An emphasis on the helplessness of man. none 
20. Words which are unique to a thought system. none 
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The rhetoric of the new theology implies over and over that the 
"God of our fathers" is dead. Many linguistic indicators are employed 
to make this rather important point, but the most noticable is the ques-
tion. Questions are not answered but are put in such a way as to imply an 
answer. The questions attempt to persuade the reader into agreement, as 
much as to say 11of course, this is so/1 or, "certainly, this has to be 
false." Bi shop Rabi nson asks: 11 But suppose there is no Being out 
there at all? Suppose, to use our analogy, the skies are empty?" The 
implications are clear. There IS no Being out there and, indeed, the 
skies ARE empty. This is but one example of an indicator used many, many 
times. 
Whether or not the God of our fathers is dead or not is a theo-
logical question which need not concern us in any detail here. What is 
of concern is that a great host of Christians do not think so! The new 
theologians seem to take no cognizance of this fact. In their rhetoric, 
they write as though every reader is right there with them, feeling and 
thinking as they do. They imply as much many times over. They state out-
right that all "intelligent" persons will see things "this way." Only 
the lazy, only the ignorant will go on thinking otherwise. No one, they 
claim, believes in a God "up there" anymore; we have made the transition 
to a God "out there." Have we? Who is 11we? 11 Doubtless there are people 
who have abandoned the God in the skies, and doubtless there are count-
less numbers who HAVE NOT. The new theologians seemed to imply in their 
writing that we stand on the very edge of one of the most momentous 
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theological revolutions ever to strike mankind, but time has proven them 
to be wrong. Now, some fifteen years after they did their work, a mood 
of conservatism has struck the churches which is profound, and nowhere is 
there any sign that mankind has lived through a theological revolution. 
The rhetoric of humor is yet another indicator employed frequent-
ly by the new theo·togians. God is compared to a rich aunt somewhere in 
Australia. Those who do not have the new theological insights are called 
"flat earthers 11 • It is said that God is beginning to resemble not a ruler 
11 but the last fading smile of a cosmic 'cheshire Cat. 11 It is doubtful 
if this approach did much to "win friends and influence people." Beliefs 
are precious, and the beliefs which the new theologians make fun over are 
still very real to a great many people. It is probably not too exaggerated 
to call this approach 11 the rhetoric of insult. 11 Consider, for example, the 
words of Julian Huxley when he writes: 11 It will soon be as impossible for 
an intelligent, educated man or woman to believe in god as it is not to 
believe that the earth is flat, that flies can be spontaneously generated, 
that disease is a divine punishment, or that death is always due to witch-
craft." How will those words be taken by people who DO believe in God? 
And is that really so impossible as Mr. Huxley's rhetoric implies? No. 
There is no evidence that a massive atheist onslaught has won many millions 
of people. And what are we to say of such people? Well, let us see what 
Mr. Huxley says of them. "Gods will doubtless survive, sometimes under the 
protection of vested interests, or in the shelter of lazy minds, or as 
puppets used by politicians, or as refugees for unhappy and ignorant souls." 
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The only people to whom this rhetoric will have appeal are those who 
have already embraced the atheist position. If the new theology did 
not set well with the church, it had much to do with this kind of rhetoric. 
Indeed, the new theologians make no effort to set forth any sociological 
framework to undergird their writing. And their rhetoric calls for this. 
They imply "many feel this way and many feel tha~ way 11 but they never 
support their claims with real figures or real sociological insights. 
Who is with them and who is against them? They imply much about this ques-
tion but prove little. 
Nothing less than scare tactics emerge when the new theologians 
take after the need to abandon religion. Once again, they buttress their 
position by making it clear only the 11 weak 11 will object. But that stance 
is being questioned. Is it logical that everyone who finds religion mean-
ingful and helpful must be termed basically 11weak? 11 This hardly seems 
logical. And there is a rather sizeable mass of people in the world who 
see religion as necessary and important, who feel it must be in the culture 
for a stable, moral world to exist. How do such people feel when someone 
comes along saying we must get rid of religion? They would feel angry, 
upset, and possibly frightened, for such a proposal destorys the very 
groundwork of the blueprint for a better world. 
The upshot of this analysis is that the new theology was not very 
kind to orthodox Christianity. !ooubtless there were Christians quite 
ready for this kind of viewpoint; and doubtless t,i,ere were a great many 
more who were not. 
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The new theologians seem to encourage a polarization among their 
readers. 11 Either you agree with me or your are not particularly smart. 11 
The implication is just that striking. The rhetoric seems to be saying, 
"All the intelligent people are on our side. 11 There is even a pitying 
tone for those who haven't yet "seen the light 11 and an impatient admission 
that 11we must do something for these poor souls." This process involved 
a judgement that at times overrides the more important work of evaluation. 
Remembering that the new theology is a movement within Christianity, 
it is strange that some of the most historic and important doctrines are 
altogether ignored. The most striking example of this would be immortality 
and the doctrine of 11 last things. 11 This is literally never mentioned by 
the new theologians. It would be one thing if they denied its truth, but 
they do not. They simply ignore it. This would be an obvious oversight 
in the minds of many Christians, and one of real disappointment. The new 
theology centers upon the mortal world; the here-and-now, and says nothing 
of an invisible, after-world. This makes the rhetoric of the new theology 
seem incomplete, as though something of vast importance is missing altogether, 
and, indeed, it is! A completed, systematic theology could hardly ignore 
the subject of death and final things. 
The overriding tone of new theology rhetoric is clearly humanistic. 
God is brought down to nothing. There is no being-God. Bonhoeffer comes 
closest to referring to a God but quickly explains God is weak and power-
less. This, says Bonhoeffer, is the only way God can help us, though the 
author does not explain this in any clear way. The upshot is to reason 
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that man must stand on his own. He is not going to receive any help at 
all from a God in the heavens. Prayer will not help; prayer is simply 
intense involvement with another human being. The point of worship is 
to make us more sensitive to the needs of the world. Our attention is 
directed to our need to stand on our own two feet and be fully human. 
If we do this, the implication is that we will have no need for a God. 
Those who do have this need are lazy or weak or stupid. Man must there-
fore be fully man. God is called 11 Ultimate Reality," "depth" and "the 
ground of our being." Tillich, who used the last phrase, never clarified 
what this meant. But one thing is sure and needs no argument: the new 
theology has a vision of God which crushes out orthodox thought. Man is 
hopeless except for the help he can give himself and the help he can secure 
from other human beings. But the implication is that man need not "need" 
in the traditional sense of that word. His need which depends upon a God 
can be satisfied in other ways. To think otherwise is to miss the truth 
of man's nature. Writes Tillich: "perhaps after all the Freudians are 
right, that such a God--the God of traditional popular theology--~a 
projection in any form." 
As has already been suggested, new theology rhetoric is a bit 
abstract at points. It is strange that Tillich never fully explained his 
concept of 11 thf! ':;round of our being," but the truth is, he did not. And 
that leaves us with a somewhat abstract concept on our hands. On the 
other hand, the real brilliance of new theology rhetoric lies in its 
adroit ability at times to turn the abstract into the concrete. Tillich's 
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concept of God as depth is a good example. Here, he explains with many 
metaphors exactly what he means, and it is hard to believe anyone would 
be in the dark if they read all Tillich says on this issue. The language 
is at times so concrete it leaves nothing to the imagination. For the 
most part, the new theologians honestly tried to make themselves clear. 
They did this through metaphors and other comparisons. 
This rhetoric lifts up love as the supreme value in the universe. 
This, again, is highly humanistic. We need no moral laws, for example, 
only love in our hearts. If we do what love dictates, it will be right. 
If we do what it denies, we will do wrong. The scriptural statement that 
"God is love" is lifted up as paramount to any understanding of God. 
Rut here, too, we find a limitation. God is love but Bishop Robinson 
finds it impossible to say love is God. Yet he does not say what 11more-
than-love11 God is. 
In chapter 4, an effort will be made to contrast the rhetoric of 
the new theology with that of humanism and orthodox Christianity. Perhaps 
in that way further light can be shed on its own rhetoric. 
I I. HUMAN I SM 
Table 2 
Humanism 
Linguistic Indicators Based .QD. Form No. of Times Used 
1. The use of the question. none 
2. The implication of agreement from the reader. none 
3. The use of humor. none 
4. The use of the either/or statement. none 
5. The use of abstract language. 6 
Example: Appendix B, Iten 10 
6. The use of concrete language. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 3 
7. A strong dramatic quality. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 2 
Linquistic Indicators Based .2!!. Content 
8. The devaluation of religion. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 3 
9. A here-and-now orientation vs. an invisible 
after-world. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 2 
10. An emphasis on the invisible after-world. 
11. A God-less orientation. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 9 









Table 2 (continued) 
Linguistic Indicators Based on Content 
13. An emphasis on the dignity of manu 
Example: Appendix B, Item 9 
14. The emphasis on love as supreme value. 
15. An existential orientation. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 30 
16. Judgemental vs. descriptive. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 3 
17. Interpersonal emphases. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 4 
18. An appreciation for nature. 
Example: Appendix B, Item 24 







19. An emphasis on the helplessness of man. none 
20L Words which are unique to a thought system. none 
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Perhaps the most striking feature of humanistic rhetoric is its 
11 here-and-now 11 orientatione There is neither interest in or concern for 
any other world beyond this one. As the Morains put it, "Humanists are 
content with fixing their attention on this life and this earth." There 
is no particular emphasis on either denying or affirming an after-life. 
The emphasis is on stating that this is an altogether unimportant matter. 
This world is all we know, and it is this world which must receive our 
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attention. This view gives a certain urgency to life. Since it may 
be all we know, we must make the most of it. This comes through almost 
as an ethical imperative, as though man has the moral obligation to 
make the most of life that he can. We hear this reflected in these 
words: 11 If this is the only life we can be sure of, let us make it a 
worthy one. 11 And this note of urgency bears down on our relationship 
to others. 11 If we believe there will be no second chance in a future 
life to make up to family, friends, and acquaintances for the dif-
ficulties and unhappiness which we cause them, and if we believe there 
is no future of bliss for them but that this life we share is all they 
will ever know, it becomes crucial that we do what we can to make this 
existence a happy one. 11 The rhetoric implies there is a certain relief 
in being rid of after life considerations. Man is now free to spend 
all his energies and attentions on this earthly existence, and this 
frees him for a better chance at having a good life. 
This leads to the observation that humanistic rhetoric has at 
times a distinctly existential flavor. Note that the authors state, 
"The spiritual meaning of life is that which we give to it." If life 
is to have meaning, man must create it for himself in this given moment 
of time. Alfred E. Smith stresses this theme when he writes: 
When you have arrived at the humanist perspective of 
life, fully realizing that in all the universe there is 
no concern for man excepting man's concern for himself, 
no meaning to life except the meaning which man himself 
gives to life, no reason or excuse for existence except 
the possibility that man can make existence worth while--
when you have that perspective, that realization, then 
there comes to you an urgency to do everything you can to 
make your life more meaningful, more joyous, more worth-
while. 
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And this leads to the further observation that humanistic 
rhetoric is atheistic. There is no deity who helps us or to whom we 
owe anything. This rhetoric is concrete rather than abstract, for it 
discards ways of worship, rituals, symbols and sacraments and boasts 
doing so. This discarding is done in the name of a hope for uniting 
all men. This rhetoric is non-judgemental as is illustrated when the 
Morains write: 
Humanism is free from divisive doctrines about the 
unknown, free from rituals and ceremonies and liturgical 
regulations which so often separate people and set them 
apart from each other. There is no damnation, no purgatory, 
no heaven, no mystical realms or essences. Humanism is 
concerned with life on this wonderful earth of ours. 
This same optimism characterizes the discarding of the God idea. 
This is not seen as a loss but as a gain, a gain which frees men to build 
a better world now. 11 Religion without a supernatural element becomes mean-
ingful and personal." It has even been argued that the loss of the God 
idea gives a certain note of nobility to man. 11 Men, like all other living 
things, must rely upon themselves, upon one another and upon nature.i1 
This note of self-reliance is extremely important to an understanding of 
humanist rhetoric. It stresses again and again the theme of man's free-
dom from external constraints, religion being but one example. Erich 
Fromm wrote, 11 We are to look for strength not outside ourselves but with-
in ... Man is called on to act in the world, not to be passive or to sit 
about waiting for a god to do something. Write the Morains, "We hold in 
high regard the scientific method--the constant search for information and 
the willingness to change opinions as facts warrant ••• There is no evidence 
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that (men) receive support or guidance from any immaterial power with 
whom they are presumed to commune." 
Is man up to this? Or to put it another way, does humanism 
give us a realistic appraisal of man's worth and capabilities? Every 
single one of the world's great organized religions would say no. The 
reality of sin, for example, is not dealt with anywhere in the humanistic 
rhetoric. Even certain branches of modern-day psychiatry might look 
askance at humanism, for it omits some of the realistic neuroticisms and 
psychoses that cripple man's effort to be noble. 
Nevertheless, right or wrong, humanist rhetoric lifts man up as 
the highest value there is and of whom there is none greater. This is 
another central theme of this rhetoric, and it demands attention. Charles 
Francis Potter puts it this way: "Faith in the supreme self-perfectibility 
of the human personality" is a definition of humanism. And John Herman 
Randall, Jrs., states: 11And there is the humanist hope 'involving the 
triumphant apotheosis of man, the creator and builder. 111 The Morains 
come directly to the point: "The supreme value is the individual human 
being. 11 Clearly, and without dispute, humanistic rhetoric, if anything, 
1s man-centered. Perhaps this is nowhere stated as eloquently as it is 
by Harold Rafton who, when asked if he believed in a supreme, being, replied, 
11 Emphatical1y yes, and that supreme being is man. 11 
Not even the theme of man's relation to other men is as emphatic 
as this one. But there is some emphasis on inter-personal relations and 
it should be noted. "Humanism is a philosophy of men's relations to one 
another and to nature, rather than of men's relations to deity." 
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"Happiness and self-fulfillment for oneself and others are richly suf-
ficient life goals." Humanists find real value in the life of Jesus, 
not in any supernatural sense, but in the sense that his teachings were 
concerned "with human relations and with the daily practice of the 
social virtues." And certainly there is a strong world-concern. Co-
operation with nature must be performed in the name of brotherhood. 
Science must be pursued for the welfare of all men. "Humanism is con-
cerned that through intelligent cooperation men live a good life and 
lessen poverty, war, disease and prejudice." 
Having said all this, it should be noted once again that the 
humanist rhetoric deals more with the fulfillment of the individual than 
with interpersonal concerns. In fact, humanism claims to have a religion, 
and when we understand that religion, we are again aware how vital to the 
rhetoric is the nobility and importance of individual man. "John Dewey 
describes religious attitudes as basically a thoroughgoing and deep-
seated harmonizing of the self with the universe. And he further defines 
religious experience as that which has the power to bring about a deeper 
and more enduring adjustment to life. 11 John Dietrich states that religion 
is 11 the upreaching and aspiring impulse in a human life. It is life 
striving for its completest fulfillment, and anything which contributes 
to this fulfillment is religious, whether it be associated with the idea 
of God or not. 11 
Finally, it is important to note in humanist rhetoric its praise 
for nature. Man is not dependent upon any God, but to some extent he is 
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dependent upon the ways of nature. Man should embrace nature as his 
friend and cooperate with it to bring about a happier world. 11 As men 
study their environment, it becomes more and more predictable and less 
and less frightening. As men understand and cooperate with nature they 
flourish. 11 
III. ORTHODOX CHRISTIANITY 
Table 3 
Orthodox Christianity 
linguistic Indicators Based .Q!l Form 
1. The use of the question. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 1 
No. of Times Used --
1 
2. The implication of agreement from the reader. none 
3. The use of humor. none 
4. The use of the either/or statement. 5 
Example: Appendix C, Item 2 
5. The use of abstract language. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 9 
6. The use of concrete language. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 2 
7. A strong dramatic quality. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 1 
Linguistic Indicators Based .Q!l Content 
8. The devaluation of religion. 






Table 3 (continued) 
Linguistic Indicators Based on Content 
10. An emphasis on the invisible after-world. 
11. A God-less orientation. 
12. A God-centered orientation. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 4 
13. An emphasis on the dignity of man. 
14. The emphasis on love as supreme value. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 8 
15. An existential orientation. 
16. Judgemental vs. descriptive. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 6 
17. Interpersonal emphases. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 10 
18. An appreciation for nature. 
19. An emphasis on the helplessness of man. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 16 
20. Words which are unique to a thought system. 
Example: Appendix C, Item 6 
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The over-all tone of orthodox rhetoric is highly dramatic, 
probably more than is true of either the new theology or humanism. The 
orthodox rhetorician strikes for emphasis at any number of points, and 
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colors his statements with resounding words that catch the attention. 
As am example of this process, let us take the first statement from the 
table of beliefs and underline those words or phrases which give dramatic 
emphasis. 
You ask, "What difference does it make whether there 
is actual return to religion? 11 I reply, "The difference 
it has always made! All the difference between life and 
death for all that we hold dear in our civilization!" 
Consider the desperate spirttu'al plight of the modern 
world and you will understand the dire need for a real 
return to religion. -- --
It might be noted that half of the sentences end in exclamation points. 
This dramatic form of rhetoric is given further emphasis by use 
of either/or statements which come fairly often. There is little middle 
ground in orthodox rhetoric. Little choice is given the reader. "Either 
-we do it this way or we are doomed, 11 seems to be the tone of the rhetoric. 
As an example, take this second statement from the table of beliefs, 
underlining this time the either/or phrases: 
We must either be the best generation, morally and 
spiritually speaking, that this old world has ever seen, 
or we will be the last one. We must either rise to heights 
of personal and social living that heretofore men have 
either only dreamed of or talked about as some summum bonum 
to be reached if and when the millennium should come, or be 
prepared to face the very great probability that the curtain 
of history will drop on man and all his works in our own 
lifetime. 
This kind of rhetoric carries with it an implied polarization. "Either 
you are with us or against us. 11 It is interesting to note, however, that 
the rhetoric remains at a fairly abstract level and lacks concreteness. 
For example, there is talk of 11 the desperate spiritual plight of the modern 
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world" but no explanation whatsoever as to the character of this plight. 
What does it consist of? Where do we find evidence of it? Questions 
like these go unanswered. The writer seeks, or so it seems, to provoke 
a certain element of fear in his reader, but he never puts any content to 
this fear. He attempts to stir the reader by rhetoric alone. To put it 
bluntly, he seldom attempts to prove his point. 
It is in this rhetoric that we find a very traditional language 
and one that is uniquely Christian. Let us look at some of the words in 
this rhetoric which we found in neither of the previous ones or certainly 
not often. They include: 11millinennium, 11 11 heresy, 11 "faith," 11 judgement, 11 
"sin," 11 redeemed, 11 "renewed, 11 11radiant_, 0 "trinity," "Holy Spirit, 11 "sal-
vation,11 "believers," "paradise," 11 heaven, 11 "hell," "church," 11 8ible, 11 
"rebellion," "gospel," "forgiveness," "Kingdom of God," "deliverance, 11 
"death, 11 11 grace, 11 and "revelation." These words tend to form a distinctly 
Christian vocabulary. In the rhetoric of orthodoxy, such words are used 
with familiarity, as though they need no definition but will naturally be 
understood by the reader. 
For another feature of orthodox rhetoric, one need only turn to 
the Nicene Creed and certain other statements in the table of beliefs to 
find a distinctly other-worldly orientation. The rhetoric points the 
reader toward heaven and immortality. There are repeated references to 
the end of time. And there is within this emphasis a decided element of 
fear, fear of the final judgement and of one's outcome after death. The 
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Nicene Creed warns us, "He shall come again with glory, to judge both the 
quick and the dead. c ." Related to this matter, it might here be 
appropriate to point out that the rhetoric stresses man as sinner and as 
in dire need of divine forgiveness and grace. Why a Jesus Christ? The 
author, in part, answers this way: "He is God's supreme effort to sting 
us into realizing the true extent of the poverty of our lives apart from 
God. He is God's supreme effort to save us from ourselves, from the evil 
of undisciplined and insubordinate passion and pride; from the evil of 
ignorant and brutal ways; from callous indifference to the needs and rights 
of our brothers; and from the horror .. of their inexorable vengeance." And 
continuing a bit further we find these words: "But man is a sinner; he 
is in open rebellion against God. He has taken full advantage of his free-
dom to follow his own undisciplined desires and prejudices. Consequently, 
all that he does is steeped in sin, i.e., savors of his rebellion against 
God." 
Only God can come to our rescue. And here we find still another 
characteristic of orthodox rhetoric: it is highly God-centered! The 
author writes: "There need be no hesiV,tion in affirming that belief in 
God is the basic belief of the Christian faith." This is no God who, like 
the deist's God, does nothing. He is an active God who enters into life 
on behalf of men and the world. He does much. "God is this deep and 
abiding meaningfulness of life; God is this essential togetherness of 
values; God is this unalterable definiteness in life in terms of which 
life finds purpose and meaning; God is love; God is the peace that passeth 
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all understanding. To say that we believe in God, then, is to say that 
we believe it is possible for us to find the purpose of our life in His 
Purpose for life, to find the strength for fulfilling that purpose in His 
strong Presence within us yet always beyond us. To believe in God is to 
seek to lose our life in His that we may find it again--redeemed, renewed, 
and made radiant with his love. 11 And man is totally dependent upon this 
God. Without Him, man can never find his way to a meaningful existence. 
Only as man lives within God 1 s life does he find peace. 
Jesus, says the writer, 11 is God 1 s supreme effort to sting us into 
realizing the true extent of the poverty of our lives apart from God. 11 
The emphasis on a Jesus-centered rhetoric goes hand in hand with the 
God-centered emphasis. Jesus is far more than a great ethical leader. 
He is the doorway to salvation, the path to God, the revelation of God's 
nature as it can be seen in this world. The name of Jesus Christ is 
11 high and lifted up 11 in orthodox rhetoric, and it is but a breath away 
from the name of God Himself. "Jesus continues to be 'Son of God and 
Son of man,' the one in whom we have our clearest revelation of God 1 s 
will for man, the one in whom we see God's will for human life exaltPd 
and glorified. 11 
Finally, it should be noted that the rhetoric of orthodoxy is 
highly moralistic. Ethics are not left to chance, to one's good judge-
ment, or even to love as the compass. uThe crowning error of moral and 
ethical relationships is the idea that what I think is right is right for 
me, and what you think is right is right for you. This is simply not 
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true." Morals center around the laws and will of God, and the path to 
morality is narrow. 11 Manifestly, when you study order and growth 
tnrough the lens of judgement, living becomes serious business! And 
the effort to live the good life becomes the major objective of any 
rational person. For hovering over any and everyone who ignores this 
moral ultimatum of life is the grim warning: 'Be sure your sins will 
find you out.' With all the good will and generosity in the world, we 
have found no way to evade or lighten this judgement. 11 
It is really never spelled out just how one determines the 
will and ways of God, except that Jesus is continuously pointed to as 
the guide. At one point the author says we must all strive to live a 
life exactly like Jesus. 




Based .Q!l Form Theology Humanism Christianity 
1. The use of the question. 8 none 1 
2. The implication of agree-
ment from the reader. 9 none none 
3. The use of humor. 6 none none 
4. The use of the either/or 
statement. none none 5 
5. The use of abstract language. 4 6 14 
6. The use of concrete language. 17 19 19 
7. A strong dramatic quality. 3 5 \, 6 
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Table 4 (continued) 
New Orthodox 
Based on Content Theology Humanism Christianity 
8. The devaluation of religion. 5 6 none 
9. A here-and-now orientation 
vs. an invisible after-world. none 7 none 
10. An emphasis on the invisible 
after world. none none 5 
11. A God-less orientation. 13 4 none 
12. A God-centered orien-
tation. none none 21 
13. An emphasis on the dignity 
of man. 2 13 none 
14. The emphasis on love as 
supreme value. 8 none 3 
15. An existential orien-
tation. 8 6 none 
16. Judgemental vs. descriptive. 4 6 7 
17. Interpersonal emphases. 9 11 1 
18. An appreciation for naturee 1 4 none 
19. An emphasis on the helpless-
ness of man. none none 9 
20. Words which are unique to 
a thought system. none none 25 
CHAPTER III 
COMPARISONS 
I. DIFFERENCES BASED ON FORM 
The purpo5~ of this chapter is to examine some of the differences 
between the three schools of thought under consideration. These differ-
ences are seen in the comparison table in the last chapter. There will 
be no effort to deal with differences where they are negligible. Only 
those categories which have major differences will be considered. The 
effort will be not simply to point out these differences, but to enunci-
ate what they mean. 
In understanding the important, underlying differences between 
the new theology, humanism~ and orthodox Christianity, indicators based 
on form are of least significance. These tell us something about liter-
ary style, about the way the author handles his audience, but they do not 
reveal much, if anything, about philosophical differences. For these we 
must turn to differences based on content. 
However, we must not bypass the differences based on form alto-
gether. These may give us insights into why an author won or lost his 
audience, and they do, as already indicated, tell us something of rheto-
rical style. 
To begin with, note the first three indicators in the comparison 
table. Eight times the new theology literature puts a question in such 
a way as to imply an answer. Nine times it uses statements which imply 
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that the reader is in agreement. Six times it uses humor which is 
biting, sarcastic, and satirical. What does this mean? It means that 
the author presses very hard for agreement, that this literature is 
highly evangelistic, more so than is true of either humanism or orthodox 
Christianity. With one minor exception, the literature of these two 
schools uses none uf these devices. 
The use of the question, in this particular manner, attempts to 
do the reader's thinking for him. The frequent implication of agreement 
from the reader takes liberties with the thought processes of the reader. 
The haunting question is, were the readers "with 11 Bishop Robinson as much 
as he assumed? And the answer is, probably not. In light of the demise 
of the influence of the new theology, it is probable that it never took 
root in the minds of a great many people. For the most part, it was of 
passing interest. 
In contrast to this evangelistic spirit and zeal, humanism and 
orthodox Christianity seem more content simply to tell their story. 
They do not use these indicators to press the reader into agreement. 
There is one exception to this probability, and it concerns indicator 
four in the comparison table. It will be seen there that orthodox 
Christianity uses the either/or statement five times, while the new 
theology and humanism use it not at all. There is some effort revealed 
here to press the reader into 11 choqsing sides 11 , to "making up his mind 
one way or another." This, too, can be construed as evangelistic. But 
it only occurred five times and does not reveal the consistent pattern 
of this trait as we see it in the new theology. 
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It is interesting to note that the language of all three schools 
is concrete rather than abstract. It is easy to read and understand. 
One need not struggle to find the meaning. 
These differences constitute the main ones which are revealed in 
the differences based on form. We turn now to a consideration of those 
differences based on content. 
II. DIFFERENCES BASED ON CONTENT 
The Devaluation of Religion 
In tioth the new theology and.humanism, we find a marked devalua-
tion of religion. Neither of these thought systems has any use for an 
organized religion. In the new theology, it is argued that religion is 
outmoded, that there is no longer any need for it. Thus Bonhoeffer 
writes: 
The only people left for us to light on in the way of 11 religion 11 
are a few 11 last survivals of the age of chivalry, 11 or else one or 
two who are intellectually dishonest. Would they be the chosen few? 
Is it on this dubious group and none other that we are to pounce, in 
fervour, pique, or indignation, in order to sell them the goods we 
have to offer? Are we to fall upon one or two unhappy people in 
their weakest moment and force upon them a sort of religious co-
ercion? 
The implication in that question is, certainly not! This means there is, 
then, no need left for religion. 
Stating the humanist position very clearly, the Morains write: 
Humanism is free from divisive doctrines about the unknown, free 
from rituals and ceremonie~ and liturgical regulations which so often 
separate people and set them apart from each other. There is no 
damnation, no purgatory, no heaven, no mystical realms or essences. 
Humanism is concerned with life on this wonderful earth of ours. 
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Here, too, we see the devaluation of religion, for, as a matter 
of fact, "rituals and ceremonies and liturgical regulations" are a part 
of organized religion as we know it. What the humanists do is recast 
the meaning of religion, and religion Q.!1. their terms is acceptable. 
Consider the Morains when they write: 
To us religion is the creation and pursuit of ideals and the 
relationship men feel with one another and the universe. For us 
religion and theology are not necessarily the same. 
This position of the new theology and humanism in regard to re-
ligion poses a major difference in the three schools of thought, for 
orthodox Christianity appreciates and calls for a continuation of re-
ligion. 
It is interesting to note that the new theology devaluates re-
·11gion five times, humanism does six times, and orthodox Christianity 
never does. Dr. Bosley, in fact, calls dramatically for a "return to 
religion." He insists that the church, certainly an integral part of 
organized religion, is of the greatest necessity and that true Christians 
will find their place in it. There is an appreciation for the ancient 
creeds of the church and for the rituals and rites of the church. 
Truly, orthodox Christianity stands squarely behind religion. For those 
who find organized religion meaningful, and particularly for those who 
appreciate the church, orthodox Christianity is the only one of these 
three thought systems with anything to offer. The devaluation of re-
. 
ligion could only alienate such people. 
We must remember that the new theology represents a movement 
from within the church, unlike humanism which clearly exists outside of 
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it. As such, it is small wonder the new theologians were called 
11 heretic 11 by some people, for they called for the end of the system 
within which they served. They wrote primarily for people within the 
church community, and their devaluation of religion no doubt perplexed 
and irritated some of those people. Most orthodox Christians see human-
ists as 11anti-church 11 and therefore "anti-Christian." They would no 
doubt see the new theologians in the same light when they heard the new 
theologians taking the same position on religion as humanists take. We 
should note the importance of this. It is on just such an issue as this 
that some identification between the new theology and humanism might have 
begun. 
~he Question of Immortality 
The issue of immortality has always been of crucial importance to 
the church. Dr. Bosley Writes that its affirmation is included in every 
creed of the church. And this brings us to another major difference in 
the three schools of thought we are considering. We should note, first 
of all, that the new theology does not deal with this matter in any way, 
shape, or form. It never once manifested a here-and-now orientation 
versus an invisible after-world, but neither did it give any emphasis on 
the invisible after-world. It simply ignored the entire issue. Human-
ism seven times manifested a here-and-now orientation versus an invisible 
after-world. Orthodox Christianity never dealt with a here-and-now 
orientation, but five times it emphasized the invisible after-world. To 
summarize, the new theology ignores the issue, humanism emphasized the 
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here-and-now with no thought for an after-world, and orthodox Christian-
ity affirms the reality of the after-world. 
It is an assumption of the present author that the new theolo-
gians do not believe in immortality. It is incredible to believe they 
do and ignore it so totally in their writings. Not believing in it, 
they took the kindest way of getting around the issue which is to ignore 
it altogether. This, again, aligns them with the humanist position, 
though that position is not as clear as it might seem. At times, the 
humanists seem to be denying immortality altogether; at other times, 
they simply seem to be saying it is not important one way or the other . . 
The Morains write: 11 In fact, ideas of sin, the ideal, immortality, and 
deity are considered rather unimportant and are seldom discussed. 11 At 
any rate, it can be safely said that neither the new theologians or the 
humanists hold immortality to be very important, if important at all. 
This omission by the new theologians is not one orthodox Christ-
ians would likely miss. Any book which purports to be on Christian 
doctrine would be assumed to contain something on this ancient and 
precious doctrine. Christians look to ij life beyond the grave, and 
there are even vivid descriptions by scholarly writers as to the nature 
of that life. Dr. Bosley writes: 
What a warmly human idea of immortality actually radiates the 
New Testament! It is a condition or a place in which 11 God shall 
wipe away all tears, 11 where the true valuation of life is made 
clear, where you enter into the place prepared for you, where 
unswerving loyalty to God will be rewarded by His simple saluta-
tion to weary travelers, "Well dones good and faithful servant. 
Enter thou into thy rest. 11 ••• 
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When this element of faith is missing altogether, as it is in 
the rhetoric of the new theologians, it does not go unnoticed. And it 
'is yet another affront to orthodox faith. Orthodox Christians have never 
been content with the humanist emphasis on the wonder of this life and 
this earth; they have yet been concerned with the next life and the 
next earth. In f~ct, too much of an emphasis on this world has not been 
considered a good thing, for we must always be preparing ourselves for 
the still-better world to come. 
It would be short-sighted to think this is altogether an academic 
matter. It touches the emotions as well. Orthodox Christians take 
belief in immortality seriously. They are bound to be emotionally 
aroused when it is challenged. 
The Question of God 
The new theology and humanism do not have a God-centered orienta-
tion. Theirs is, in fact, a Godless orientation. Evidence was found 
thirteen times for a Godless orientation in the new theology and four 
times in humanism. The latter might have been even higher but the human-
ists so completely disregard a belief in God that they seldom mention it 
one way or the other. The Godless quality of new theology rhetoric is 
found in a statement like this one: 
But any notion that God really exists "out there 11 must be 
dismissed: "gods are peripheral phenomena produced by evolution." 
True religion •.. consists in harmonizing oneself with the evolu-
tionary process as it develops ever higher forms of self-conscious-
ness. 
Speaking for the humanists, the Morains write, "Theirs is a religion 
without a God, divine revelation, or sacred scripture." 
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The orthodox Christian literature revealed, as already stated, 
a God-centered orientation twenty-one times. This difference between it 
and the new theology and humanism is somewhat amazing. We must come to 
the conclusion that this matter represents one of the very most crucial 
and fundamental qifferences between orthodox Christianity and the other 
two schools of thought. Dr. Bosley writes, "There need be no hesitation 
in affirming that belief in God is the basic belief of the Christian 
faith. 11 The words 11 basic belief" should be carefully noted. This means 
that both the new theology and humanism constitute a challenge and 
threat to the 11 basic belief" of orthodox Christianity. 
It should be pointed out that the new theologians make some refer-
ences to the concept of "god 11 but never to the concept of 11 a God." That 
is, they never use the concept of God as a being who thinks, feels, 
moves and acts. They can only label as God "ultimate reality" or "the 
ground of our being. 11 This would be no more acceptable to orthodox 
Christians than if God were destroyed altogether. The God of the new 
theologians doesn't do anything, and this would be heresy to orthodox 
Christians. The latter would probably not be so upset over the humanist 
position; they are familiar with it and it comes as no surprise. But to 
find within Christianity itself a movement which does not believe in a 
God is another matter. This defies every creed in existence. 
If God is not a being then a relationship to Him seems all but 
impossible. And Christians seek such a relationship. Dr. Bosley writes: 
To say that we believe in God, then, is to say that we believe 
it is possible for us to find the purpose of our life in His Purpose 
for life, to find the strength for fulfilling that purpose in His 
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strong Presence within us yet always beyond us. To believe in God 
is to seek to lose our life in His that we may find it again--re-
deemed, renewed, and made radiant with His love. 
There is nothing whatsoever like this in either the new theology 
or the humanist rhetoric. The new theologians deny a theist position as 
much as they do the position of deism. Bonhoeffer is the only one of 
these theologians who speaks of God as if he might be a being but he 
calls this God 11 powerless 11 and 11suffering. 11 Man must not look to this 
God for any help. And that is really the upshot of both new theology 
and humanist rhetoric: There is no God who does anything. This position 
would be totally unacceptable to orthodox Christi~ns. 
An Emphasis on the Dignity of Man 
In the orthodox Christian literature, there was no emphasis on 
the dignity of man, and this is even further proof that the doctrine of 
God towers above any man-centered doctrine. The new theology literature 
revealed such an emphasis only two times, but the humanist rhetoric had 
thirteen references to an emphasis on the dignity of man. It can honest-
ly be said without exaggeration that man h God in humanist thinking. 
The Morains write, "The supreme value is the individual human being. 11 
The new theology implies this position more than it states it. 
If God is not a being who does something then man is on his own and must 
do 11 it 11 for himself. If God is "powerless, 11 man must be powerful. If 
God is 11suffering 11 and weak, man must be well and strong. The position 
of the new theologians calls for a self-affirmation, though nothing in 
the rhetoric states the case just that way. There is very little said 
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about the nature of man. It is said that those who go on believing in a 
God will do so for "vested interests" or because they are 111 azy" or 
because they are refugees with "unhappy and ignorant souls. 11 This ap-
proach, too, suggests something about the nature of man that is not 
stated directly. His dignity will be intact only if he ceases to believe 
in a God! 
This position, and that of humanism, constitute a direct attack 
on orthodox Christian theology. It serves as yet one more reason why 
the encounter between the two alienates orthodox Christianity and perhaps 
stirs it to anger. 
The Emphasis on Love~ Supreme Value 
It is very interesting that the humanist rhetoric mentions love 
not at all. Human relationships are mentioned, as we shall see later on, 
but the character of love is absent altogether. In the orthodox Christ-
ian literature, we find three references to the divine nature of love, 
and these are always attributed directly to the nature of God. It is 
only in the new theology rhetoric, where we find eight references to 
love as a supreme value, that love acquires a major emphasis. Thus we 
find Feuerbach saying, "To believe in God as love means to believe that 
in pure personal relationship we encounter, not merely what ought to be, 
but what is, the deepest, veriest truth about the structure of reality." 
And Robinson writes, 11 ••• our sense of the sacredness of love derives 
from the fact that in this relationship as nowhere else there is dis-
closed and laid bare the divine Ground of all our being. 11 
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The new theologians seem to have a greater trust for love than 
does the rhetoric of orthodox Christianity. For example, the fonner make 
love the criteria for morality. If a thing is done in the name of love, 
it is right; if it violates love, it is wrong. This means that the 
individual determines morality for himself rather than relying upon 
commandments or codes. His only guiae is love. 
This goes much too far for orthodox Christianity. Dr. Bosley 
says, "The crowning error of moral and ethical relationships is the idea 
that what I think is right is right for me, and what you think is right 
is right for you. This is simply not true. 11 
This whole issue comes under the title of what is called ''the 
new morality"; we see it embraced by the new theology and rejected by 
·orthodox Christianity. This is yet another difference between the two 
schools of thought. The humanist literature takes no direct stand on 
this issue but leans in the direction of the new morality along with the 
new theologians. The Morains write: 
During the nineteenth century a few thinkers suggested that 
moral laws have not come to us through revelation. Herbert Spencer's 
strong voice announced that these are the results of men's exper:-
ences in living with one another and are not the precepts of any 
supreme being. Here we find emphasis on the evolutionary aspects 
of morality. This too contributes to our philosophy. 
Both the new theology and the orthodox Christian rhetorics 
embrace the Biblical notion that "God is love." However, they do not 
develop the theme in the same way. In orthodox Christian literature, 
love is more an adjective for God. God is still very much a being. That 
is, he is not simply or 2DJL love. As a being, he has a life very much 
his own and this life is characterized by love. 
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The new theologians are more prone to mean that God is love. 
and that is all. But they are contradictory about this issue. They 
refuse to turn the adage around and say, Love is God, though they never 
fully explain why. They also use other words for God such as "Ultimate 
Reality" and "depth." This is simply a contradiction which cannot be un-
raveled with available new theology literature. It should not, however, 
lessen the effort of the new theologians to equate God with love, and it 
should not detract from the fact that their position on this issue is 
stronger than that found in the orthodox Christian rhetoric. 
An Existential Orientation 
Because the term "existential" has so many various and sometimes 
contradictory meanings, it is important to note again at this point the 
definition provided in chapter one; "man is viewed as the creator of his 
own meaning." This viewpoint is expressed eight times in the new theology 
rhetoric, six times in humanism and not at all in orthodox Christianity. 
In orthodox Christianity, man gains his meaning from God, for God 
is the source of all meaning. Thus Dr. Bosley writes: 
God is this deep and abiding meaningfulness of life; God is this 
essential togetherness of values; God is this unalterable definite-
ness in life in terms of which life finds purpose and meaning ..•. 
To say that we believe in God, then, is to say that we believe it is 
possible for us to find the purpose of our life in His Purpose for 
life, to find the strength for fulfilling that purpose in His strong 
Presence within us yet always beyond us. To believe in God is to 
seek to lose our life in His that we may find it again--redeemed, 
renewed, and made radiant with his love. 
Obviously, since neither believe in God as a being, the new 
theologians and the humanists do not look in that direction for meaning. 
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The Morains, quoting Erich Fromm, state that 11 we are to look for strength 
not outside ourselves but within." They go on to say, this time quoting 
Alfred Smith, that there is 11 no mea~ing to life except the meaning which 
man himself gives to life." 
It is fairly obvious that the new theologians share this view, 
for there is, to their way of thinking, no God 11 out there" to help man. 
In fact, Bonhoeffer makes the startling suggestion that it is God who 
needs man! As previously stated, he calls God 11 powerless 11 and 11 suffering 11 
and this weak, impotent God requires that man stand on his own two feet. 
Bonhoeffer even says that this God w~nts to be edged out of the world 
altogether. In the new theology, there is nothing left to give us any 
meaning except ourselves! As Bonhoeffer put it, "God is teaching us that 
we must live as men who can get along very well without him. 11 It stands 
to reason, then, that we can look for meaning only from ourselves, from 
the meaning we create for ourselves. 
In orthodox Christianity, men who make such assumptions are 
viewed as proud, stubborn, egotists, and even as anti-God. Man simply 
cannot separate himself this way from God. God is the dispenser of all 
good things and that includes a meaningful life. It is by placing one-
self within God's life that one comes to have a meaningful life. 
This difference is a sharp one. It is hard to see how these con-
flicting views could ever be reconciled. We must be touching again an 
aspect of thought that alienated the theologians from orthodox Christian-
ity and made its kinship to humanism all the stronger. 
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Interpersonal Emphases 
Interpersonal emphases stress the importance of man's relation-
ships to one another. There was only one instance of this in orthodox 
Christianity, the greater emphasis being on man's relationship to God. 
In the new theology rhetoric, such an emphasis occurred nine times and 
in humanism it occurred eleven times. An example of the new theology 
emphasis in this regard comes to us through these words of Bishop 
Robinson: 11 ••• to say that 'God is personal I is to say that reality is 
of ultimate significance in the constitution of the universe, that in 
personal reJationships we touch the final meaning of existence as nowhere 
else. 11 And this theme is reiterated time and time again; it is in the 
context of relationships that we find our deepest meaning. We should 
note again, as a contrast to orthodox Christianity, that it is not in 
our relationship to God. Humanism comes close to the same viewpoint. 
The Morains write, "To us religion is the creation and pursuit of ideals 
and the relationship men feel with one another ••.• Brotherhood and 
mutual aid are chosen as a ••• central idea. 11 
In orthodox Christianity, men are united by their mutual neec 
for God more than by their need for each other. When they serve each 
other they do so in God's name. It might be important to remind our-
selves at this point that love as a value was only mentioned three times 
in the orthodox rhetoric. But it should not be inferred by any means 
that this is a ncold, impersonal" system of thought. We come back again 
and again to the centrality of the doctrine of God who is the source of 
love. The emphasis is always on God, for he is the source of all good 
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things. If men love one another it will be because they first love God. 
Therefore, the emphasis is never on the human encounters of this life 
except indirectly. The human encounters are made good because men first 
love and find God. 
In the new theology and in humanism there is nothing comparable 
to this emphasis. Men do not first seek God because there is no God to 
seek. Therefore, it stands to reason that they first seek each other! 
And in that context they find their meaning. It should fairly be pointed 
out that humanism, for all its emphasis on interpersonal relationship, 
has also emphasis on what can only be called rugged individualism. 
The nurturing of the individual is singular in importance. This im-
portance outranks the interpersonal emphasis. Men should be in encounters 
because that is the way the individual becomes even more noble. Inter-
personal relationships are, therefore, a means to an even greater end. 
This way of thinking, incidentally, is not characteristic of the new 
theology. 
The issue really comes down to whether life should be man-centered 
or God-cer•tered. It can scarcely come as any surprise that orthodox 
Christianity takes a God-centered view and the other two schools are man-
centered. It is only logical that the latter two would therefore have 
the greater interpersonal emphasis. 
An Emphasis on the Helplessness of Man 
The helplessness of man means that man is dependent upon God for 
the fulfillment of his needs. It is quite unlikely that we would find 
such a viewpoint in either new theology or humanist rhetoric, and, indeed, 
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we do not. However, it comes up nine times in the orthodox Christian 
rhetoric and that is only logical. In light of everything that has al-
ready been said about the orthodox position on God, it would be very 
strange if man did not need him. And need does imply a kind of helpless-
ness. 
Humanists see no reason whatsoever why man needs God. Man, claim 
the humanists, is better off without one. Man is his own creator, his 
own builder. And he has the capacity to help himself. The Morains 
write: 
The humanist is filled with wonder and admiration at the creature 
that is man, at his capacity for'accomplishment, for sacrifice, at 
the intricacy and precision of that nervous system which has made it 
possible for him to stand where he does today in nature's hierarchy. 
He is convinced that if we use to an ever greater extent our unique 
capacities for discovery and for cooperation that future of our race 
will be a brilliant and a happy one. 
It will also be a God-less one, for never does the humanist look 
to a God for anything. The new theologians share this view. 
But certainly this is not so with orthodox Christianity. Dr. 
Bosley writes, "Jesus Christ is God's supreme effort to waken us to our 
utter and comp 1 ete dependence upon His , . .,; 11 for us and for a 11 mankind. 11 
The matter could hardly be put more strongly. We have an 11 utter and 
complete dependence 11 upon God, and this is surely something of a helpless 
position in which to be. 
The new theology certainly sent a challenge into the orthodox 
community. By destroying a being-God, a God who does something, whence, 
as the Psalmist put it, "cometh my help?". The answer which the 
Psalmist gave himself was that "my help cometh from the Lord, who made 
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heaven and earth." But in the new theology there is no Lord! There is 
simply no God to help us with anything. Man, as already stated, is de-
cidedly and totally on his own. This is frightening if you consider the 
long tradition of orthodox Christianity with its timeless emphasis upon 
11God 1 s help. 11 The believer is promised God will help him through prayer 
and through other methods. The new theology said just the opposite: no 
help. That answer could hardly be acceptable to,a great many orthodox 
Christians. 
Words Which~ Unique to~ Thought System 
An effort was made to isolate words which are not found else-
where or which are used in some unique content. It was impossible to 
isolate any such words in either the new theology or humanism. There 
were instances of twenty-five such words in orthodox Christianity. These 
included such words as 11 salvation, 11 "judgement, 11 11 trinity, 11 "gospel, 11 and 
"grace. 11 Among other things, this probably means that orthodox Christian-
ity is more of a conmunity than either the new theology or humanism. The 
orthodox Christians share more in common, and among the things they share 
is a language. This has significance for the Wharf hypothesis mentioned 
in the introduction. It seems to indicate that orthodox Christianity is, 
indeed, a linguistic island. It is very important to note that the new 
theology, a movement within orthodox Christianity, omits all such words. 
There is no use of them whatsoever. They are not mentioned. The famili-
arity of the map of orthodox Christians is taken away. The old words are 
heard no more. We should remember that the new theology did not come 
along to be a new religion; it came along to reform an old one. Could 
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it be that it took too much away? And that among the things it took was 
a vocabulary with which the orthodox Christian feels at home? Imagine 
omitting the word 11 immortal ity." We have al ready considered the impact 
of this, and this is but one word among twenty-five examples. Perhaps 
the new map was so totally strange as to be frightening. The 11 island 11 
did not feel familiar anymore. 
CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this paper has been to compare linguistic indi-
cators in the new theology, humanism, and orthodox Christianity. This 
has been done by a language analysis of three books, Honest to God, by 
Bishop A. T. Robinson (the new theology); Humanism~ the Next Step, by 
Lloyd and Mary Morain (humanism); and A Firm Faith for Today, by Dr. 
Harold Bosley {orthodox Christianity). An effort has been made to de-
termine the effects of the language of humanism, as expressed in the new 
theology, on orthodox Christians. In a number of ways, this effect was 
not a positive one. The demise of the new theology can be credited in 
some measure to its humanistic language. 
The new theology was a theological movement that swept through 
the churches in the turbulent decade of the 1960 1 s. In its systematic 
approach to Christian theology, God is no longer a being. There is, in 
fact, no supreme being. There is, therefore, a strong emphasis on what 
man must do for himself. The God o'f the new theologians does not act in 
any way. 
Humanism, a very old philosophical school, is characterized by 
the profound adage that 11man is the measure of all things." It consti-
tutes a philosophical way of thinking far more than it does a religion. 
Orthodox Christianity refers to that great body of traditional 
Christians who participate to some measure in the organized church. A 




The analysis was made by listing twenty linguistic indicators 
which were tabulated according to frequency of use in each sample of 
literature. In presenting a summary here, the indicators based on form 
are included as they give us insight into the way the author dealt with 
his audience. 
In the new theology literature, the most frequent indicators 
were: 
Based on farm , 
Use of the question 
The implication of agreement by the reader 
The use of humor 
The use of concrete language 
Based on content 
The devaluation of religion 
A rejection of any emphasis on the invisible after-world 
A God-less orientation 
The emphasis on love as supreme value 
In humanism, the main indicators used were: 
Based on form 
The use of concrete language 
Based on content 
A here-and-now orientation vs. an invisible after-world 
An existential orientation 
A God-less orientation 
An emphasis on the dignity of man 
Interpersonal emphases 
An appreciation for nature 
In orthodox Christianity, the main factors used were: 
Based on form ---
A strong dramatic quality 
Use of the either/or statement 
Based on content 
,,, 
Words which are unique to a thought system 
An emphasis on the invisible after-world 
Judgemental vs. evaluative 
A God-centered orientation 
77 
In chapter three an effort was made to compare these three 
schools of thought to one another& It was discovered that the new 
theology and humanism were alike on thirteen out of twenty of the com-
parison factors and that these two schools of thought were together with 
each other but differed from orthodox Christianity on ten of these 
thirteen factors. 
Besed on the comparative analysis, it is fair to say that the new 
theology is, in fact, humanistic in tone and spirit. One gets the dis-
tinct impression that these two ways of thinking are headed in the same 
direction. Man's action, in both schools~ are of ultimate importance. 
Neither is there, in either school, a supreme being, nor is there any 
importance attached to a future life beyond this world. In short, on 
all major issues, with one exception, these two postures are nearly the 
same. 
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This exception probably makes it impossible to label the new 
theology as outright humanism. The exception centers on the issue of 
Gode As previously stated, in the new theology, as in humanism, there 
is no supreme being. 
seems to do anything~ 
Neither is there, in the new theology, any God who 
But there is still something which the new theo-
logians want to label God, and this prevents us from saying the new 
theology and humanism are identical. This God of the new theologians is 
ca 11 ed 11depth / 1 11 Ul tima te Rea 1 ity :;'1 and 11 the ground of our being. 11 These 
definitions seem to center around some aspect of the human experience. 
This God is not an independent being.,who acts in the world in any way. 
Bonhoeffer~ the only one of the theologians who seems to lean at all in 
the direction of a "being God, 11 calls God 11 power1ess 11 and 11 suffering. 11 
He makes it clear God is calling man to stand on his own two feet and act 
for hirnsel f. 
The upshot of this is that we do not, in fact, have much more of 
a God than we do in humanism. But since the new theologians retain the 
use of the word God, the system cannot be identified with outright, 
tota 1 humanism. 
It is doubtfuls however, if orthodox Christians make this fine 
distinctiono From their viewpoint, the new theology may have seemed to 
be outright humanism. Nowhere in the body of the new theology literature 
do we find a God who helps man. And this characteristic is paramount to 
any understanding of the doctrine of God in orthodox thought. God is at 
the very center of orthodox theology, and this God acts, moves, and does 
thingso He answers prayer. He helps man find meaning for life. He helps 
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man overcome his trials and tribulations. In the orthodox way of looking 
upon God, man is very much dependent. In fact, the implication is that, 
without God, man can do nothing. 
In the beginning of this study, it was stated that the doctrine 
of man would be stressed since it was felt that the conflict over this 
issue was central to understanding the clash between the new theology and 
orthodox Christianity. An analysis of the literature reveals that the 
doctrine of God is as central to that clash as is the doctrine of man. 
We cannot possibly understand the differences between the new theology 
and orthodox Christianity without coming to grips with such doctrine. 
As to the doctrine of man, the differences are more implied than 
stated. The new theologians do not really develop an outright doctrine 
of man. But the meaning of man is clear when one analyzes the meaning of 
God. Man must be independent and act on his own behalf. He must not 
look to any God for any kind of help. This says something about the 
stature of man which would probably be rejected in orthodox Christian 
rhetoric. There is no implication in the new theology that man is a 
sinner or that he faces a judgement. In ethics, he is on his own, dr-
termining right and wrong for himself with love as the basis. He does 
not go to church to find or learn about God but to find more fruitful 
ways of living in and serving the world. 
It seems possible to draw the following conclusions which center 
around the issues with which we have just dealt: 
1. The new theology is humanistic in tone and spirit. 
2. The new theology cannot be called outright humanism since it 
does have a doctrine of God~ 
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3. The doctrine of God which we find in the new theology is 
totally unacceptable to orthodox Christianity and might very 
well seem humanistic from that perspective. 
4. The doctrine of man would, in fact, be a paramount difference 
between the new theology and orthodox Christianity, though 
this doctrine emerges more by implication in the new theology 
than by outright definition. 
5. In thr comparison study made earlier in this paper, the new 
theology and humanism coincided thirteen out of twenty times 
and jointly diverged from orthodox Christianity ten times. 
This means that the new theology is closely identified with 
humanism but is significantly different from orthodox 
Christianity. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
It is believed that further research would be helpful if it 
included surveys and questionnaires among church members to determine 
more directly their attitudes toward the new theology. It would be inter-
esting, for example, to see how many of them know anything about it after 
this amount of time. Those who were exposed to it, and have some under-
standing of it, would surely remember enough to convey their attitudes 
about it. Such questions as these might be helpful: Do you agree or 
disagree with the new theology? Do you feel you understand it? Do you 
feel it should have more or less influence in the church? Another 
possibility would be to use a questionnaire on genera1 items of religious 
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Excerpts from Honest 19_ God by Bishop A. T~ Robinson 
1. But suppose such a super-Being "out there" is really only a 
sophisticated version of the Old Man in the sky? Suppose belief in God 
does not, indeed cannot, mean being persuaded of the 11 existence 11 of some 
entity, even a supreme entity, which might or might not be there, like 
life on Mars? Suppose the atheists are right--but that this is no more 
the end or denial of Christianity than the discrediting of the God 11 up 
there," which must in its time have seemed the contradition of al 1 that 
the Bible said? Suppose that all such atheism does is to destroy an idol, 
and that we can and must get on without a God 11out there 11 at all? Have we 
seriously faced the possibility that to abandon such an idol may in the 
future be the only way of making Christianity meaningful, except to the 
few remaining equivalents of flat-earthers (Just as to have clung earlier 
to the God "up there 11 would have made it impossible in the modern world 
for any but primitive peoples to believe the Gospel)'? Perhaps after all 
the Freudians are right, that such a God--the God of traditional popular 
theology--~ a proJection, and perhaps we are being called to live without 
that projection in any form. 
2. That is not an attractive proposition: inevitably it feels like 
being orphaned. And it is bound to be misunderstood and resisted as a 
denial of the Gospel, as a betrayal of what the Bible says (though actual-
ly the Bible speaks in literal terms of a God whom we have already 
abandoned). And 1t will encounter the opposition not only of the funda-
mentalists but of 90 per cent of Church people. Equally it will be 
resented by most unthinking non-churchgoers, who tend to be more jealous 
of the beliefs they have reJected and deeply shocked that they should be 
betrayed. Above all, there is the large percentage of oneself that finds 
this revolution unacceptable and wishes it were unnecessary. 
3o God, Tillich was saying, is not a projection "out there," an 
Other beyond the skies, of whose existence we have to convince ourselves, 
but the Grrund of our very being. 
The name of this infinite and inexhaustible depth and 
ground of all being is God. That depth is what the word God 
means. And if that word has not much mean"ing for you, trans-
late it, and speak of the depths of your life, of the source 
of your being, of your' ultimate concern, of what you take 
seriously without any reservation. Perhaps, in order to do 
so, you must forget everything traditional that you have 
learned about God, perhaps even that word iteelf. For if you 
know that God means depth, you know much about him. You can-
not then call yourself an atheist or unbeliever. For you 
cannot think or say: Life has no depth! Life is shallow. 
Being itself is surface onlyo If you could say this in com-
pl ete seriousness, you would be an atheist; but othervJi se 
you are not. He who knows about depth knows about God. 
--Tillich 
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4. Hitherto, Bonhoeffer was saying, the Church has based its preach-
ing of the Gospel on the appeal to religious experience, to the fact that 
deep down every man feels the need for religion in some form, the need for 
a God to whom to give himself, a God in terms of whom to explain the world. 
But suppose men come to feel that they can get along perfectly well with-
out 11 religion, 11 without any desire for personal ~alvation, without any 
sense of sin, without any need of 11 that hypothesis 11 ? Is Christianity to 
be confined to those who still have this sense of insufficiency, this 
"God-shaped blank," or who can be induced to have it? Bonhoeffer 1 s answer 
was to say that God is deliberately calling us in this twentieth century 
to a form of Christianity that does not depend on the premise of religion, 
just as SL Paul was ca 11 i ng men in the first century to a form of 
Christianity that did not depend on the premise of circumcision. 
5. Traditional Christian theology has been based upon the proofs for 
the existence of God. The presupposition of these proofs, psychologically 
if not logically, is that God might or might not exist. They argue from 
somethfog which everyone admits exists (the world) to a Being beyond it 
who could or could not be there. The purpose of the argument is to show 
that he must be there, that his being is 11 necessary"; but the presup-
position behind it is that there is an entity or being 11 out there 11 whose 
existence is prob1ematic and has to be demonstrated. Now such an entity, 
even if it could be proved beyond dispute, would not be God; it would 
merely be a further piece of existence, that might conceivably not have 
been there--or a demonstration would not have been required. 
6. Rather, we must start the other way round. God is, by defini-
tion, ultimate reality. And one cannot argue whether ultimate reality 
exists. One can only ask what ultimate reality is like--whether, for 
instance, in the last analysis what lies at the heart of things and 
governs their working is to be described in personal or impersonal cate-
gories. Thus~ the fundamental theological question consists not in 
establishing the 11 existence 11 of God as a separate entity but in pressing 
through in ultimate concern to what Tillich calls •ithe ground of our 
being o 11 
7. The traditional formulation of Christianity, Tillich says, has 
been in terms of what he calls 11 supranaturalism. 11 According to this way 
of thinking, which is what we have all been brough~ up to, God is posited 
as 11 the highest Berng 11 --out there, above and beyond this world, existing 
in his own right alongside and over against his creation. As Tillich 
puts it elsewhere, he is 
••. a being beside others and as such part of the whole 
of reality. He certainly is considered its most important 
part, but as a part and therefore as subjected to the 
structure of the whole .... He is seen as a self which 
has a world, as an ego which is related to a thou, as a 
cause which is separated from its effect, as having a 
definite space and an endless time. He is a being, not 
being-itself. 
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The caricature of this way of thinking is the Deist conception of God's 
relation to the world. Here God is the supreme Being, the grand Architect, 
who exists somewhere out beyond the world--like a rich aunt in Australia--
who started it all going, periodically intervenes in its running, and 
generally gives evidence of his benevolent interest in it. 
It is a simple matter to shoot down this caricature and to say 
that what we believe in is not Deism but Theism, and that God's relation-
ship to theworld is fully and intimately personal, not this remote watch-
maker relationship described by the Deists. But it is easy to modify the 
guality of the relationship and to leave the basic structure of it un-
changed, so that we continue to picture God as a Person, who looks down 
at this wor1d which he has made and loves from 11out there." We know, of 
course, that he does not exist in space. But we think of him nevertheless 
as defined and marked off from other beings as if he did. And this is 
what is decisive. He is thought of as a Being whose separate existence 
over and above the sum of things has to-be demonstrated and establishede 
8. It is difficult to criticize this way of thinking without 
appearing to threaten the entire fabric of Christianity--so interwoven is 
it in the warp and woof of our thinking. And, of course, it~ criticized 
by those who reJect this supranaturalist position as a rejection of 
Christianity. Thos who, in the famous words of Laplace to Napoleon, 
"find no need of this hypothesis II attack it in the name of what they ca 11 
the "naturali.st 11 position. The most influential exponent of this position 
in England today, Professor Julian Huxley, expressly contrasts 11 dualistic 
supernaturalisrn 11 with 11 unitary naturalism. 11 The existence of God as a 
separate entity can~ he says, be dismissed as superfluous; for the world 
may be explained just as adequately without positing such a Being. 
The "naturalist 11 view of the world identifies God, not indeed 
with the totality of things, the universe, per~, but with what gives 
meaning and direction to nature. In Tillich's words, 
The phrase deus sive natura, used by people like Scotus Erigena 
and Spinoza, does not say that God is identical with nature 
but that he is identical with natura naturans, the creative 
nature, the creative ground of all natural objects. In modern 
naturalism the religious quality of these affirmations has 
almost disappeared, especially among philosophising scientists 
who understand nature in terms of materialism and mechanism. 
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Huxley himself has indeed argued movingly for religion as a necessity of 
the human spirit. But any notion that God really exists "out there" must 
be dismissed: 11gods are peripheral phenomena produced by evolution. 11 
True religion (if that is not a contradiction in terms, as it would be for 
the Marxist) consists in harmonizing oneself with the evolutionary process 
as it develops ever higher forms of self-consciousness. 
9. Bultmann says boldly, "There is nothing specifica1iy Christian in 
the mythical view of the world as such. It is simply the cosmology of a 
pre-scientific age." The New Testament, he says, presents redempt10n in 
Christ as a supranatural event--as the incarnation from 11 the other side 11 
of a celestial Being who enters this earthly scene through a miraculous 
birth, performs signs and wonders as an indication of his heavenly origin, 
and after an equally miraculous resurrection returns by ascent to the 
celestial sphere whence he came. In truth, Bultmann maintains, all this 
language is not, properly speaking, describing a supranatural transaction 
of any kind but is an attempt to express the real depth, dimension_~nd 
significance of the historical event of Jesus Christ. In this person and 
event there was something of ultimate, unconditional sign1ficance for 
human life--and that, translated into the mythological view of the world, 
comes out as 11 God 11 (a Being up there 11 11 sending 11 (to 11 th1s 11 world) his only-
begotten "Son. 11 The transcendental significance of the historical event 
is 11objectivized 11 as a supranatural transaction. 
10.. Bonhoeffer speaks of the God of 11 rel i gi on II as a deux_ ex machina. 
He must be 11 there 11 to provide the answers and explanations beyond the 
point at which our understanding or our capacities fail. But such a God 
is constantly pushed further and further back as the tide of secular 
studies advances. In science, in politics, in ethics the need is no 
longer felt for such a stop-gap or long-step; he is not required in 
order to guarantee anything, to solve anything, or in any way to come to 
the rescue. In the same vein Julian Huxley writes: 
The God hypothesis is no longer of any pragmatic value 
f0r the interpretation or comprehension of nature, and 
indeed often stands in the way of better and truer inter-
pretation. Operationally~ God is beginning to resemble 
not a ruler but the last fading smile of a cosmic Cheshire 
Cat. It will soon be as impossible for an intelligent, 
educated man or woman to believe in a god as it is now to 
believe that the earth is flat, that Flies can be spon-
taneously generated, that disease is a divine punishment, 
or that death 1s always due to witchcraft. Gods will 
doubtless survive, sometimes under the protection of 
vested interests, or in the shelter of lazy minds, or 
as puppets used by politicians, or as refuges for unhappy 
and ignorant souls. 
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And it is in this final haunt, says Bonhoeffer, that the God who has been 
elbowed out of every other sphere has a 11 last secret place, 11 in the 
private world of the individual's need. This is the sphere of "religion" 
and it is here that the Churches now operate, doing their work among 
those who feel, or can be induced to feel this need. 
The only people left for us to light on in the way of 
11 religion 11 are a few 11 last survivals of the age of 
chivalry:/' or else one or two who are intellectually 
dishonest. Would they be the chosen few? Is it on 
this dubious group and none other that we are to pounce, 
in fervour, pique, or indignation, in order to sell 
them the goods we have to offer? Are we to fall upon 
one or two unhappy people in their weakest moment and 
force upon them a sort of religious coercion? 
lL Bonhoeffer 1 s answer is that we should boldly discard "the reli-
gious premise," as St. Paul had the c,ourage to jettison circumcision as 
a precondition of the Gospel, and accept 11 the world's coming of age 11 as 
a God-given fact. "The only way to be honest is to recognize that we 
have to live in the world etsi deus non daretur--even if God is not 
11 there. 11 Like children outgrowing the secure religious, moral and intel-
lectual framework of the home, in whkh 11 Daddy 11 is always there in the 
background, 11 God is teaching us that we must live as men who can get 
a 1 ong very we 11 without him. 11 
The God who makes us live in this world without using him as 
a working hypothesis is the God before whom we are ever stand-
ing. Before God and with him we live without God. God allows 
himself to be edged out of the world, and that is exactly the 
way, the only way, in which he can be with us and help us . 
• • • This is the decisive difference between Christianity and 
all religions. Man's religiosity makes him look in his distress 
to the power of God rn the wor1.~1; he uses God as a Deus ex 
machina .. The Bible however directs him to the powerlessness 
and suffering of God; only a suffering God can help. To this 
extent we may say that the process we have described by which 
the world came of age was an abanponment of a false conception 
of God, and a clearing of the decks for the God of the Bible, 
who conquers power and space in the world by his weakness. 
This must be the starting point for our 11 worldly11 interpreta-
tion. 
--Bonhoeffer 
12. It is not merely that the Old Man in the Sky is only a mytho-
logical symbol for the Infinite Mind behind the scenes, nor 
yet that this Being is benevolent rather than fearful: The 
truth is that this whole way of thinking is wrong, and if 
such a Being did exist, he would be the very devil. 
--John Wren-Lewis 
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13. The translation from the God 11 up there 11 to the God 11out there, 11 
though of liberating psycho1ogical significance, represented, as I have 
said, no more than a change of direction in spatial symbolism. Both 
conceptions presuppose fundamentally the same relationship between 11 God 11 
on the one hand and 11 the world II on the other: God is a Being existing 
in his own right to whom the world is related in the sort of way the 
earth is to the sun. Whether the sun is 11 above 11 a flat earth or 11 beyond 11 
a round one does not fundamentally affect the picture. But suppose 
there is no Being out there at all? Suppose, to use our analogy~ the 
skies are empty? '• 
14. The name of this infinite and inexhaustible ground of history 
is God. That is what the word means, and it is that to which 
the-words Kingdom of God and Divine Providence point. And if 
these words do not have much meaning for you, translate them, 
and speak of the depth of history, of the ground and aim of 
our social 11fe, and of what you take seriously without reserva-
tion in your moral and political activities. Perhaps you should 
call this depth hope~ simply hope. F-or if you find hope in the 
ground of history, you are united with the great prophets who 
were able to look into the depth of their times, who tried to 
escape it, because they could not stand the horror of their 
visions, and who yet had the strength to look to an even deeper 
level and there to discover hope. 
--Pau1 Tillich 
15. . •• to say that 11God is personal" is to say that reality at its 
very deepest level is personal, that personality is of ultimate signifi-
cance in the constitution of the universe, that in personal relationships 
we touch the final meaning of existence as nowhere e e. 11To predicate 
personality of God, 11 says Feuerbach, 11 is nothing else than to declare 
personality as the absolute essence. 11 lo believe in God as love means to 
believe that in pure personal relationships we encounter, not merely what 
ought to be, but what is, the deepest, veriest truth about the structure 
of reality. This~ in face of all the evidence, is a tremendous act of 
faith. But it is not the feat of persuading oneself of the existence of 
a super-Being beyond this world endowed with personal qualities. Belief 
in God is the trust, the well-nigh incredible trust, that to give our-
selves to the uttermost in love 1s not to be confounded but to be "ac-
cepted," that Love is the ground of our being, to which ultimately we 
"come home. 11 
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16. "The true at~eist," Feuerbach wrote, "is not the man who denies 
God, the subject; it is the man for whom the attributes of divinity, 
such as love, wisdom and justice, are nothing. And denial of the subject 
is by no means necessarily denial of the attributes. 11 
17. Statements about God are acknowledgments of the transcendent, 
unconditional element in all our relationships, and supremely in our 
relationships with other persons. Theological statements are indeed 
affirmations about the ultimate ground and depth of that existence. 
18. . •• our sense of the sacredness of love derives from the fact 
that in this relationship as nowhere else there is disclosed and laid 
bare the divine Ground of all our being. 
19. The necessity for the name 11 God 11 1 ies in the fact that our being 
has depths which naturalism, whether evolutionary, mechanistic, dia-
lectical or humanistic, cannot or will not recognize. 
20. The man who acknowledges the transcendence of God is the man who 
in the conditioned relationships of life recognizes the unconditional 
and responds to it in unconditional personal relationship. In Tillich's 
words again, 
To call God transcendent in this sense does not mean 
that one must establish a 11superworld 11 of divine 
objects. It does mean that, within itself, the finite 
world points beyond itself. In other words, it is 
self-transcendent. 
21. Cut for the Bible "the deep things of God" cannot be plumbed,_ 
the transcendence of God cannot be understood, simply by searching the 
depths of the individual soul. God, since he is Love, is encountered 
in his fullness only "between man and man." 
22. Whether one ha~ 11 known 11 God is tested by one question only, 11 How 
deeply have you loved? 11 --for 11 He who does not love does not know God; 
for God is love. 11 
Now this links up with what Bonhoeffer was 5,aying about a "non-
religious" understanding of God. For this ultimate and most searching 
question has nothing to do with 11 rel igion. 11 It rests our eternal sa Iva-
t ion upon nothing peculiarly religious. Encounter with the Son of Man 
is spelt out in terms of an entirely "secular" caacern for food, water 
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supplies, housing, hospitals and prisons, just as Jeremiah had earlier 
defined the knowledge of God in terms of doing justice for the poor and 
needy. Indeed, in Macmurray 1 s words, 11 the great contribution of the 
Hebrew to religion was that he did away with it. 11 A right relationship 
to God depended on nothing religious; in fact religion could be the 
greatest barrier to it. 
23. But we must be able to read the nativity story without assuming 
that its truth depends on there being a literal interruption of the 
natural by the supernatural, that Jesus can only be Emmanuel--God with 
us--if, as it were, he came through from another world. For, as supra-
naturalism becomes less and less credible, to tie the action of God to 
such a way of thinking is to banish it for increasing numbers into the 
preserve of the pagan myths and thereby to sever it from any real 
connection with history. As Christmas becomes a pretty story, naturalism--
the attempt to explain Christ, like everything else, on humanistic pre-
suppositions--is left in possession of the field as the only alternative 
with any claim to the allegiance of intelligent men . . 
24. And thus it comes about that it is only on the Cross that Jesus 
can be the bearer of the final revelation and the embodiment of God 1 s 
d·ecisive act; it is 11 Christ crucified 11 who is 11 the power of God and the 
wisdom of God. 11 For it is in this ultimate surrender of self, in love 
11 to the uttermost, 11 that Jesus is so completely united to the Ground of 
his being that he can say, 11 1 and the Father are one ... The Father is in 
me and I am in the father. 11 
It is in Jesus, and Jesus alone, that there is nothing of self 
to be seen, but solely the ultimate, unconditional love of God. It is as 
he emptied himself utterly of himself that he became the carrier of 11 the 
name which is above every name .•• 11 
25. For it is in making himself nothing, in his utter self-surrender 
to others in love, that Jesus discloses and lays bare the Ground of man's 
being as love. 
26. God allows himself to be edged out of the world and on to the 
cross. God is weak and powerless in the world, and that is exactly the 
way, the only way, in which he can be with us and help us. Matthew 
8.17 makes it crystal clear that it is not by his omnipotence that 
Christ helps us, but by his weakness and suffering .... Man 1 s religi-
osity makes him look in his distress to the power of God in the ~:,r1d; 
he uses God as a Deus ex machina. The Bible, howeveri directs n: ,, to 
the powerlessness and suffering of God; only a suffering God can help. 
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27. Faith is participation in this Being of Jesus (incarnation, 
cross and resurrection). Our relation to God is not a religious rela-
tionship to a supreme Being, absolute in power and goodness, which is a 
spurious conception of transcendence~ but a new life for others, through 
participation in the Being of God. The transcendence consists not in 
tasks beyond our scope and power, but in the nearest Thou at hand. God 
in human form, not, as in other religions, in animal form--the monstrous, 
chaotic, remote and terrifying--nor yet in abstract form--the absolute, 
metaphysical, infinite, etc.--nor yet in the Greek divine-human of 
autonomous man, but man existing for others, and hence the Crucified. 
A life based on the transcendent. 
28. Jesus is 11 the man for others, 11 the one in whom Love has com-
pletely taken over, the one who is utterly open to, and united with, the 
Ground of his being. And this 11 life for others~ through participation 
in the Being of God/1 transcendence. 
29. Holy Communion is communion, community-life, in sacris, in 
depth, at the level at which we are not merely in human fellowship but 
"in Christ, 11 not merely in love but in Love, united with the ground and 
restorer of our whole being. 
30. The purpose of worship is not to retire from the secular into 
the department of the religious, let alone to escape from "this world" 
into 11 the other world, 11 bllt to open oneself to the meeting of the Christ 
in the common, to that which has the power to penetrate its superfici-
ality and redeem it from its alienation. The function of worship is to 
make us more sensitive to these depths; to focus, sharpen and deepen 
our response to the world and to other people beyond the point of 
proximate concern (of liking, self nterest, limited commitment, etc.) 
to that of ultimate concern; to purify and correct our lives in the 
light of Christ 1 s love; and in him to find the grace and power to be the 
reconciled and reconciling community. 
31. I wonder whether Christian prayer, prayer in the light of the 
Incarnation, is not to be defined in terms of penetration through the 
world to God~ For the moment of revelation is precisely so often, in my 
experience, the moment of meeting and unconditional engagement. How easily 
one finds oneself giving pious advice to a person faced with a decision 
to "go away and pray about 1t. 11 But, if I am honest, what enlightenment 
I have had on decisions has almost always come not when I have gone away 
and stood back from them, but precisely as I have wrestled through all 
the most practical pros and cons, usually with other people. And this 
activity, undertaken by a Christian trusting and expecting that God is 
there, would seem to be prayer. 
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32. Love alone, because, as it were, it has a built-in moral com-
pass, enabling it to 11 home 11 intuitively upon the deepest need of the 
other, can allow itself to be directed completely by the situation . 
• • • It is able to embrace an ethic of radical responsiveness, meeting 
every situation on its own merits, with no prescriptive laws. 
APPENDIX B 
Excerpts from Humanism as_ the Next Step, by the Mora ins 
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Excerpts from Humanism~ the Next Step, by the Morains 
1. Down through the ages men have been seeking a universal religion 
or way of life. They are still seeking. Throughout the world there are 
wide cultural variations. Ways of worship, rituals, symbols, and sacra-
ments are different. Humanism, built squarely on the universal idea of 
brotherhood, upon the golden rule, shows promise of becoming a great 
world faith. 
2. Humanists are content with fixing their attention on this life 
and on this earth. Theirs is a religion without a God, divine revelation, 
or sacred scriptures. Yet theirs is a faith rich in feeling and under-
standing. They see sorrows and joys, tragedies and triumphs, touching 
every fiber of human life. They experience wholesome humility as they 
venture forward with their fellow men into the as-yet-unknown. 
3. Humanism is free from divisive doctrines about the unknown, 
deity, revelation, sacred scriptures, rituals, sacraments, formal theology, 
and such befuddling ideas as the radical separation of either the world or 
the individual into matter and spirit. 
4. Humanism is a philosophy of men's relations to one another and 
to nature, rather than of men's relations to deity. 
5. To us religion is the creation and pursuit of ideas and the 
relationship men feel with one another and with the universe. For us 
religion and theology are not necessari1y the same. 
6. Most humanists believe that the ordinary individual can have, a 
religious experience which does not include any supernatural element. 
Humanists suggest that religious feeling and attitudes have been mis-
takenly limited. They have been limited to that which is becoming less 
and less real and meaningful to us--the old theologies and rituals. 
7. John Dewey describes religious attitudes as basically a thorough-
going and deep-seated harmonizing of the self with the universe. And he 
further defines religious experience as that which has the power to bring 
about a deeper and more enduring adJustment to life. Can we not agree 
with Dewey that everyday life will have more meaning once we realize 
that religious experiences are a part of its fabric? 
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8. Religion without a supernatural element becomes meaningful and 
personal. 
9. One of the great religious humanist pioneers, John H. Dietrich, 
pointed out: 
For centuries the idea of God has been the very heart of 
religion; it has been said 11 no God, no religion. 11 But 
humanism thinks of religion as someth1ng very different 
and far deeper than any belief in God. To it, religion 
is not the attempt to es~ablish right relations w1th a 
supernatural being, but rather the upreaching and aspir-
ing impulse in a human life. It is life striving for its 
completest fulfillment, and anything which contributes to 
this fulfillment is religious~ whether it be associated 
with the idea of God or not. 
10. Another humanist pioneer, Charles Francis Potter, defines human-
ism as, "Faith in the supreme self-pei-:fectibility of the human personal-
it.11 
11. As John Herman Randall, Jr., has said, history is 
••. an alternation of two moods ... there is the mood of 
supernaturalism ... a mood of dependence and self-abnegation, 
a bitter realization of frustration and failure, in which 
man's confidence oozes to nothingness and he feels himself 
the plaything of forces which he cannot pretend to comprehend. 
And there is the humanist hope "involving the triumphant apotheosis of 
man, the creator and bu1lder. 11 
12. If this is the only life we can be sure of, let us make it a 
worthy one. 
13a During the nineteenth century a few thinkers suggested that 
moral laws have not come to us through revelation. Herbert Spencer's 
strong voice announced that these are the results of men's experiences 
in living with one another and are not the precepts of any supreme being. 
Here we find emphasis on the evolutionary aspect of morality. This too 
contributes to our philosophy. 
14. Whereas in most other religions and in some philosophies certain 
matters have been 1aid down, accepted on faith and held to be true for 
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all time, this is not true in humanism. We hold in high regard the 
scientific method--the constant search for information and the willing-
ness to change opinions as facts v1arrant. 
15. In fact, ideas of sin, the ideal, immortality, and deity are 
considered rather unimportant and are seldom discussed. 
16. Men, like all other living things, must rely upon themselves, 
upon one another~ and upon nature. There is no evidence that they receive 
support or guidance from any immaterial power with whom they are pre-
sumed to commune. 
17. The spiritual meaning of life is that which we give to it. 
Happiness and self-fulfillment for oneself and others are richly suf-
ficient life goals. 
18. The supreme value is the individual human being. 
i9. Harold R. Rafton, founder and president of the Huamnist Fellow-
ship of Boston, when asked~ 11 D0 you believe in a supreme being? 11 replied, 
"Emphatically yes, and that supreme being is man. 11 
20. Most of them think of Jesus as a great if not the greatest 
ethical ledder who has ever lived. To the work of the previous Jewish 
prophets he added a special insistence on the place of love, kindness, 
and forgiveness in human life, Humanists do not attribute divinity to 
him but find inspiration in his life and teachings. They believe that 
the way of life taught by Jesus has been obscured by creeds and rituals 
and that fundamentally his teachings were concerned with human relations 
and with the daily practice of the social virtues. 
21. Humanism is concerned that through intelligent cooperation men 
live a good life and lessen poverty, war, disease, and prejudice. 
22. At this time there just does not seem to be any evidence of, or 
any need for, an immaterial soul. 
23. The Humanist lives as if this world were all and enough. He 
is not otherworldly. Heholds that the time spent on the 
contemplation of a possible after-life is time wasted. He 
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fears no hell and seeks no heaven) save that which he and 
other men create on earth. He willingly accepts the world 
that exists on this side of the grave as the place for moral 
struggle and creative living. He seeks the life abundant 
for his neighbor as for himself. He is content to live one 
world at a time and let the next life--if such there may be--
take care of itself. He need not deny immortality; he 
simply is not interested. His interests are here. 
--Edwin H. Wilson 
24. If humanists are without a dependable fatherly being who will 
protect them against nature, they realize that in another sense nature 
itself is dependable. As men study their environment, it becomes more 
and more predictable and less and less frightening. As men understand 
and cooperate with nature they flourish. Ours 1s the assurance that no 
event, no experience, is necessarily mysterious. There is a basic sort 
of order and explanation, if we could but find it, for all the things 
that happen to us and around us. 
25. Humanism is free from divisive doctrines about the unknown, free 
from rituals and ceremonies and liturgical regulations which so often 
separate people and set them apart from each other. There is no damnation, 
no purgatory, no heaven~ no mystical realms or essences. Humanism is con-
cerned with life on this wonderful earth of ours. 
26. Humanism teaches first there is an intrinsic, inalienable value 
in all human beings. This is not a value that has been given us by a 
deity or that we hold only because we have earned it. It is our birth-
right. We can have a mystical and po1gnanL depth of feeling about this. 
At the very heart of our philosophy is a warmly genuine sense of the 
value in every man, whatever his ability, however he is circumstanced. 
27. We are to look for strength not outside ourselves but within. 
Erich Fromm, in his book Psychoana 1 ys is and Rel i gion 9 speaks of the va 1 ue 
of having a faith in the power within ourselves to meet life with courage, 
Some philosophies and religions stress how weak, how evil, and how foolish 
we are by nature. Although they offer a way of overcoming this lack of 
strength, virtue, and wisdom, they first impress on us our deficiencies. 
How much better it is to emphasize hope and self-confidence. How much 
better to believe that we must and can take care of ourselves. 
28. Ethics in the humanism view is largely the responsibility we 
have for the happiness of others. There are no inflexible rules in 
personal ethics, for what will be ethical in one situation will not 
necessarily be so in another. 
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29. The fourth faith (humanism) also provides us the strongest 
possible motive for kindliness and consideration, for justice and 
honesty. If we believe there will be no second chance in a future life 
to make up to family, friends, and acquaintances for the difficulties 
and unhappiness which we cause them, and if we believe there is no 
future of bliss for them but that this life we share is all they will 
ever- know, it becomes_ cruc_ial that_ we_ dQ. what_ .we_ can to make this exis-
tence a happy one. 
30. When you have arrived at the humanist perspective of life, 
fully realizing that 1n all the universe there is no concern 
for man excepting man's concern for himself, no meaning to 
life except the meaning which man himself gives to life, no 
reason or excuse for existence except the possibility that 
man can make existence worth while--when you have that 
perspective, that realization, then there comes to you an 
urgency to do everything you can to make your 1 ife more 
meaningful, more joyous, more worthwhile. 
--Alfred E. Smith 
31. There is no realm, no force, no personality beyond nature which 
is the source of meaning and value or which leads us and directs us. Nor 
is there a special group of religious or philosophical leaders in control 
of the keys to human virtue and human happiness. We must find them for 
ourselves. 
32. The humanist is filled with wonder and admiration at the creature 
that is man, at his capacity for accomplishment, for sacrifice, at the 
intricacy and precision of that nervous system which has made it possible 
for him to stand where he does today in nature's hierarchy. He is con-
vinced thut if we use to an ever greater extent our unique capacities for 
discovery and for cooperation that future of our race will be a brilliant 
and a happy one. 
33. Humanism teaches two things which seem at first contradictory 
but which actually complement and strengthen each other. It teaches us 
on the one hand how deeply involved we are with nature and with our 
fellow human beings. On the other hand it encourages us to be indepen-
dent and self-reliant. We cannot play our part well and responsibly 
unless we are spiritually weaned. Yet we become more fully developed 
only through social relationships. 
34. Consider these central ideas. We ourselves must take responsi-
bility for making the world a better place in which to live; there is no 
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being or power, called by whatever name, to whom we can shift this task. 
We have the means to improve the world through effective use of our human 
abilities. 
35. Above all else, perhaps, the humanist believes in freedom; he 
~eli~ves_~hat not only is it a man 1 s right to speak and act as he 
chooses--within the l1mits of public safety~-but tnat freedom-is-the 
means by which he can develop his human potentialities. 
36. Humanism does offer a faith, based on science, in the creative 
potentialities of man, a faith in the dignity, gentleness, 
and creativity of man. 
--B. B. Stoller 
37. Both Christianity and Communism are authoritarian systems. Both 
impose a rigid theory and a way of life from above; private judgment is 
subordinated to scriptural text, or church discipline, or to the party 
line. Both claim to be in possession of certain truths, to deny which 
would be held impious or treasonable. The history of the Christian 
Church--whether Protestant or Catholic--shows to what extreme lengths 
otherwise kindly men will go in suppressing opposition, when they believe 
they have attained certitude. 
38. Seven specific ideas of modern humanism: 
As a starting point let us take the idea that this life should 
be experienced deeply, lived fully, with sensitive awareness and appreci-
ation of that which is around us. Artists and explorers, in particular, 
have had this keen awareness. This idea has long been important in the 
humanist tradition. 
Another idea is that nature is thoroughly worthy of attention, 
of study. Early philosopher-scientists, among them Aristotle, shaped 
this notion. 
Still another idea is that of confidence in men. For expression 
of this we are indebted 1n large measure to the eighteenth-century 
democrats who had faith that men can control their own destinies. 
A fourth idea is that of the equality of rights among men. This 
is part of the democratic ideal and for it we are again particularly under 
obligation to the eighteenth-century democrats. 
1()3 
Brotherhood and mutual aid are chosen as a fifth central idea. 
This important theme lies deep in most religions. Early humanists were 
exhilarated to see it given a new justification through the work of 
sociologists and biologists. 
A further idea is that of evolution as worked out by nineteenth-
c£ntury £ciantists .. E~rly h~man_ists were guick to realize the implica-
tions of development through gradual change. 
For the seventh and last idea we have chosen the basic rule of 
science, the need of proving theory by experience. On this principle 
has been built the whole modern scientific method of verification by 
experiment. No other idea has been of more practical importance to the 
humanist movement than this one. 
APPENDIX C 
Excerpts from A Firll!. Faith for Today_, by Harold Bosley 
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Excerpts from A Firm Faith for Today, by Harold Bosley 
1. You ask, 11 What difference does it make whether there is an 
actual return to religion? 11 • I reply, 11 The difference it has always 
been made! All the difference between life and death for all that we 
hold dear in our civilization!" Consider the desperate spiritual plight 
of-fhe-modern world-ana you wn-1 understand the-dire need--f-or-a r2eal 
return to religion. 
2. We must either be the best generation, morally and spiritually 
speaking, that this old world has ever seen, or we will be the last one. 
We must either rise to heights of personal and social living that hereto-
fore men have either only dreamed of or talked about as some summum bonum 
to be reached if and when the millennium should come, or be prepared to 
face the very great probability that the curtain of history will drop on 
man and all his works in our own lifetime. 
3. Probably the most influential creed ever formulated is the 
Nicene Creed, adopted with many dissenting votes by the Council of Nicaea 
in the year A.D. 325. It put a formal end to the violent dispute between 
the Arians and the Athanasians over the relationship of Jesus to God by 
accepting the trinitarian formula. This proved to be the foundation for 
all later creedal formulations. It drew the dividing line between 
orthodoxy and heresy, enabling the Church to bring a measure of unity in 
a movement that was falling apart into many quarre1ing sects. 
I believe in one God the Father Almight, Maker of heaven 
and earth~ and of all things visible and invisible. 
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of 
God, begotten of his Father before all worlds, God of 
God, Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten not 
made, being of one substance with the Father, by whom 
all things were made; who for us men and for our 
salvation came down from heaven~ and was incarnate by 
the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, and was made man, 
and was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate; 
he suffered and was buried, and the third day he rose 
again according to the Scriptures, and ascended into 
heaven, and s1tteth on the right hand of the Father; 
and he shall come again with glory, to Judge both the 
quick and the dead, whose kingdom shall have no end. 
And I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and Giver of 
Life, who proceedeth from the Father and the Son, who 
with the Father and the Son together is worshipped and 
glorified, who spake by the prophets. And I believe 
one catholic and apostolic Church. I acknowledge 
one baptism for the remission of sins. And I look 
for the resurrection of the dead, and the life of 
the world to come. Amen. 
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4. There need be no hesitation in affirming that belief in God is 
the basic belief of the Christian faith. 
5. Religion, then, stands squarely upon known fact when it affirms 
that there is a principle of Order in the world, and it is well within 
the limits of logical discretion when it cites this fact as evidence for 
the reality and rationality of belief in God. 
6. There is one other fact to which all faith calls attention as it 
indicates the factual foundation of its belief in God: The principle of 
judgment •.• Manifestly, when you study order and growth through the lens 
of judgment, living becomes serious business! And the effort to live the 
good life becomes the maJor objective of any rational person! For hover-
ing over any and everyone who ignores this moral ultimatum of life is the 
grim warning: 11 Be sure your sins will find you out. 11 With ali the good 
will and generosity in the world, we have found no way to evade or 
lighten this judgment. 
7. The crowning error of moral and ethical relationships is the 
idea that what I think is right is right for me, and what you think is 
right is right for you. This is simply not true. 
8. . .. the best definition of God we know: God is love. 
9. Love denotes the principle of progressive integration or dev~lop-
ment in the universe which manifests itself on the human level in the 
growth of values and those creative relationships through which life un-
folds. God, so conceived, is a concrete princip1e or power, giving 
stability, definiteness, and creativity to the universe. 
10. Men need one another because God in His wisdom made life that 
way. 
11. God not only can be, God 
to be a distinctive kind of fact; 
mental fact in life and history; 
of reality, abstractly conceived, 
is known: known to be a fact; known 
known to be the only truly funda-
known not only as an essential aspect 
but also as the very heart of the life 
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process of the universe; known because experienced, both as sustainer 
of the values which when chosen and followed underlie the creative re-
lationships of life and as judge in the disvalues which, when chosen 
and followed, impoverish and finally destroy the very meaning of life, 
known as the One in whom we live and move and have our being. 
12. God is this deep and abiding meaningfulness of life; God is 
this essential togetherness of values; God is this unalterable definite-
ness in life in terms of which life finds purpose and meaning; God is 
love; God is the peace that passeth all understanding. 
To say that we believe in God, then, is to say that we believe 
it is possible for us to find the purpose of our life in His Purpose for 
life, to find the strength for fulfilling that purpose in His strong 
Presence within us yet always beyond us. To believe in God is to seek 
to lose our life in His that we may find it again--redeemed, renewed, 
and made radiant with His love. 
13. Now we are going to continue the study and examine that simple 
phrase: We believe in Jesus Christ. Simple though it seems to be, it 
differentiates Christianity from all other religions. For other re-
ligions believe in God (though with a wide variety of meaning) but the 
Christian religion alone makes, and consciously makes, Jesus Christ the 
central fact in faith and life. 
14. "We believe in Jesus Christ, Son of God and Son of man, the gift 
of the Father 1 s unfailing grace, the ground of our hope, and the promise 
of our deliverance from sin and death. 11 
15.. Jesus continues to be "Son of God and Son of man, 11 the one in 
whom we hCTve our clearest revelation of God 1 s will for man, the one in 
whom we see God's will for human life exalted and glorified. 
16. Jesus Christ is God 1s supreme effort to awaken us to our utter 
and complete dependence upon His will for us and for all mankind. He is 
God 1s supreme effort to sting us in~o realizing the true extent of the 
poverty of our lives apart from God. He is God's supreme effort to save 
us from ourselves, from the evil of undisciplined and insubordinate 
passion and pride; from the evil of ignorant and brutal ways; from 
callous indifference to the needs and rights of our brothers; and from 
the horror of their inexorable vengeance. He is God's supreme effort to 
bring to pass that transformation of life which comes when men see life 
as a trust and living as a disciplined stewardship of that trust. In 
short, Christ is God addressing us about all that really matters in life. 
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17. For lying at the foundation of Christian theology is the notion 
of the triune nature of God-- 11 God in three persons:, blessed Trinity. 11 
This concept of the multiple nature of God has proved to be a stumbling 
block for many a thinker. 
18. It is fair to say that we can find incontrovertible evidence in 
human experience~ both individual and social, both historical and con-
temporary, for at least three eternally important meanings which, hither-
to, have been carried explicitly or implicitly in the conception of the 
Holy Spirit. 
The first is intensely personal in nature, being in fact this: 
God is always at work in the life of a person, seeking to redeem it from 
sin and shoddiness, seeking to lift it onto new levels of light and 
meaning .. m 
The second permanent meaning of the Holy Spirit is this: God is 
always at work in the world. He is the Supreme Fact in the world. He is 
no absentee Deity such as that visualized by the Epicureans or the 
Deists; He is an active, concerned Factor in all that is or is to be ... 
The third meaning of the Holy Spirit is that God is at work in 
fhe life of the Christian community. 
19. (The Bible) contains the mind of God, the state of man, the 
way of salvation, the doom of sinners, and the happiness of 
believers. Its doctrines are holy, its precepts are binding, 
its histories are true, and its decisions are immutable. Read 
it to be wise, believe in it to be safe, and practice it to be 
holy. It contains light to direct you, food to support you, 
and comfort to cheer you. It is the traveler's map, the 
pilgrim's staff, the p1lot 1 s compass, the soldier's sword, and 
the Christian's character. Here paradise is restored, heaven 
opened, and the gates of hell disclosed .... It is given you 
in life will be opened in the judgment, and will be remembered 
forever. It involves the highest responsibilities, will 
reward the greatest labor~ and will condemn all who trifle 
with its sacred contents. 
--Author Unknown 
20. How many times have you heard people say that they believe in 
religion but not in the Church? Most people who make this assertion, 
I dare say, would be insulted if you were to point out that that is like 
saying they believe in love but not in marriage. 
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21. It ought to be clear that unless this apathy toward the Church 
can be transformed into active interest the values of religion are going 
to mean less and less instead of more and more in the dark days through 
which we must live the remainder of our lives. 
22. • •. you cannot have a Christian religion without a Christian 
Church. 
23. . .. if there is to be any spiritual food for the next genera-
tion, if we are to recover a consciousness of dignity and worth in human 
life, it will be because people like us take seriously our responsibility 
for understanding and perpetuating the Christian tradition which has come 
to us through the Christian Church. If you mean it when you say you 
believe in the Church, you will take your stand in the Church. 
24. The historic Christian view (of man) is essentially Biblical in 
nature. According to it man is a created, finite being, dependent upon 
God both in mind and spirit. He is an individual, to be sure, but not a 
self-sufficient one. He, of the earth earthy, yet strangely luminous 
with the rays of spirit. This too is a dualism, the sharpness of which 
is blunted by ~he overarching fact of God the Creator of both earth and 
spirit. 
25. But man is a sinner; he is in open rebellion against God. He 
has taken full advantage of his freedom to follow his own undisciplined 
desires and prejudices. Consequently, all that he does is steeped in 
sin, i.e., savors of his rebellion against God. John Calvin gives this 
masterly statement of the sinfulness of man: 
Let us hold this, then, as an undoubted truth, which no 
opposition can ever shake--that the mind of men is so 
completely alienated from the righteousness of God, that 
it conceives, desires, and undertakes everything that is 
impious, perverse, base, impure, and flagitious; that his 
heart is so thoroughly infected by the poison of sin, that 
it cannot produce anything but what is corrupt; and that 
if at any time men do any thing apparently good, yet the 
mind always remains involved in hypocrisy and fallacious 
obliquity and the heart enslaved by its inward perverse-
ness. 
Without the activity of the free grace of God man would be hopelessly 
lost in s1no Due to divine intervention man has a strictly limited 
opportunity to work the works of righteousness, but his good works never 
amount to much when set over against his evil nature. Thus both righteous-
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ness and humility could be set before man by the Christian gospel of 
salvation, according to the Biblical view of man. 
26. Man is a creature of the creative process, power or purpose 
which underlies all life. He is a creature whose endowments enable him 
to see truly, to feel deeply, and to struggle tirelessly for the best 
that he knows. He is a creature who can betray his own best interests, 
his dearest relationships, his highest ideals. He can sin against God 
and brother man--and does so, some men more than others perhaps, but the 
difference between us is always one of degree, not of kind. Man can so 
relate his life to the creative will or purpose of God that he can find 
forgiveness for his sins and the strength to rebuild his shattered life. 
He is always conscious of 11 the God beyond who is within 11 ; he is, there-
fore, a creature driven by a restlessness that seeks complete conformity 
with--obedience to--the will of God. That, better than anything else, 
explains why he keeps hurling himself at those barriers which separate 
him from his fellow men. For to be separated from them is to be sepa-
rated from the deepest and most effective way of experiencing God. 
27. . .. it is a profound conviction of great religion that God can, 
will, and does forgive the sins men commit against Him. 
28. We begin with the empirical fact that given a God whose essential 
nature is best described by the word 11 Love 11 and is most clearly revealed 
in the life and teachings of Jesus Christ, the divine forgiveness of sin 
is a legitimate expectation. 
29. . .. that is precisely what we are supposed to be--co-workers 
together with Christ in the creation of a new world. In order to be his 
co-workers we must seek to be as near like him as we can, even though the 
achievemer•t of this goal is difficult to the point of being obviously 
impossible. 
30. You cannot study the Christian faith without discovering that 
the Supreme End not only of the Christian effort but of God's will in 
history is the achievement of the Kingdom of God. It is the ideal, the 
goal, the end for Christian thought and practice. 
31. The Kingdom of God is that condition in which His perfect will 
for our good is seen, chosen, and realized. This, of course, exists only 
ideally at any given time short of its realization, much as docking at a 
port exists ideally until it is actually done. But this fulfillment is 
not forced upon us in spite of ourselves. If it is ever achieved, 
whether in personal or social living, it will be because we freely 
choose to seek and humbly choose to serve the will of God. 
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32. Thus it appears that salvation in its specific religious sense 
is still viewed throughout the Bible as a deliverance from death and an 
introduction into the sphere of 1 if e. 11 The word of salvation II means word 
of deliverance. "The joy of salvation" means the joy that attends the 
escaping of a great danger. 11 The rock of sa 1 va tion II means a rock where 
you take refuge, finding safety and deliverance from an enemy. "The 
shield of salvation" means a buckler or defense that wards off harmful 
blows. Some such emphasis upon Divine deliverance runs throughout all 
the records, from the earliest to the latest, that we have of Israel's 
life and thought. 
33. Jesus nowhere seems to doubt three things: (1) that he was 
talking to persons who were 11 lost 11 in some sense or other of that term; 
(2) that they could be saved, or found; and (3) that they shared with 
God the responsibility for being saved. 
34. Saved from sin--what can that possibly mean today, you want to 
know. And the answer is not hard to find. Sin, as our fathers saw it, 
is a personal hostility to the will of God. To be saved from sin may 
mean many things, but none are more important than these: to be saved 
from the Spiritual death of sin; from sudden repudiation of or studied 
treason to our loyalty to God; from the temptation and the fact of 
having put first things in subordinate places; from the slow stripping 
of life of its sense of worth and value; from the weakening of great 
religionships through blindness to their meaning or unwillingness to 
assume the obligations or disciplines essential to them. Sin, so con-
ceived, is not a matter primarily of biology (as our fathers tended to 
regard original sin), but it does deal with the defacement, the distor-
tion of human personality. Sin, therefore, is not the creation of 
theologians, though it is the object of their undivided concern; it is 
rather an al 1 5 too-common and always tt·agic experience in human 1 ife. 
35. Three basic principles or affirmations recur steadily throughout 
the teachings of Jesus, constituting the outline of both his proposal and 
the Christian philosophy of salvation: (1) God is the supreme fact 1n 
life and in the world; (2) all men are His children; (3) life is a 
divine trust. 
36. All Christian creedal formulations, ancient and modern, affirm 
faith in immortality. 
112 
37. What a warmly human idea of immortality actually radiates the 
New Testament! It is a condition or a place in which "God shall wipe 
away all tears''; where the injustices suffered in life will be recti-
fied, where the true valuation of life is made clear~ where you enter 
into the place prepared for you, where unswerving loyalty to God will 
be rewarded by His simple salutation to weary travelers, 11 ~/ell done, 
good and faithful servant. Enter thou into thy rest. 11 Deeper and more 
lasting than the various serious disputes which the New Testament records 
over details of immortality and the meaning and vaiue of the resurrection 
of the body was the conviction that the truest statement of the work of 
Christ was this: 11 1 am the resurrection and the life~ saith the Lord, 
he that believeth in me, though he were dead yet shall he live! 11 
Though the writers of the Gospel of John, the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and the Epistle to the Corinthians start their interpretation of the 
work of Christ from different points on the spiritual compass, they move 
steadily until they reach the center of this common conviction that, in 
him, sin and death have found their ultimate answer, God's answer. 
